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Overview 

Introduction 

The Anderson Report provides documentary proof that the 1992 Clinton for 
President Committee conspired to defraud and succeeded in defrauding the Presidential 
Public Funding Program of some $3 million by submitting False statements regarding 
material facts to the Federal Election Commission (FEC), a federal regulatory agency. 

Lym Utrecht and Inura Rvan Shachoy signed the documents that contain most of 
the fake statements. Lyn Utrecht, a partner in the Washington D.C. law firm of Oldaker, 
W ~ a n . ,  Phi l ip  h Utrecht. is general counsel to the three authorized committees 

isherl far Clinton's 1992 campaigns: the Clinton for President Committee (the 
Clinton Ptimry Committee), &e CIintodGre '92 General Election Compliance Fund 
Ithe Compliance Fund), and the ClintonlCore '92 General Election Committee. Laura 
Ryan Shachoy, a l a y e r  in private practice in the Boston area, is co-counsel to the Clinton 
Primar). Committee. 

The Anderson Report was compiled by William R. Anderson and Patricia W. 
Anderson who own and manage Public Office Corporation, a vendor to the Clinton 
Primary Committee. The Andersons' small firm, based in Washington, D.C., and founded 
by them in 1978, specializes in providing data management services to the campaign 
committees of presidential primary candidates. These services include processing 
campaign contributions and presidential primary matching funds requests. The 
Abdersons' clients have included the presidential primary committees of Senators John 
Glenn, Paul Simon, A1 Gore, and Congressman Richard Gephardt. 

William R. Anderson, a decorated veteran of the WWII Pacific submarine war, 
gained Fame as skipper of the nuclear submarine Nautilus during its historic 1958 voyage 
under ice across the North Pole, a feat for which he was awarded the Legion of Merit by 
President Eisenhower. After retiring from the Navy with the rank of captain, Anderson, a 
lifelong Democrat, served four terms in the U.S. Mouse of Representatives from 
Tennessee's 6th District. Patricia W. Anderson, his wife and president of P u b k  Office 
Corporation, is a former stockbroker with extensive experience in business, data 
management, and FEC compliance reporting. 
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The Clinton Primary Committee’s conspiracy resulted in it illegally acquiring 
some $3 million in taxpayer money. The conspiracy succeeded for one key reason: the 
FEC’s auditors, lawyers, and Commissioners accepted as true and pertinent certain 
statements made by the Clinton Primary Committee, especially about the activities of the 
hndersons and their firm. This is evident from documents included in the Anderson 
Heport. These statements, which the Andersons were unaware of until early 1995 when 
they read the FEC’s final audit report on the Clinton Primary Committee, maliciously 
libel the hndersons. The statements involve il series of carefully orchestrated false and 
misleading statements, most of them made in. the Clinton PrimaPy Committee’s July 1994 
written response (signed hv Lyn Utrecht) to the FiEC’s interim aidit report. The FEC 
auditors, apparently relying on the veracity of the Clinton Priinary Committee’s written 
responses, repeated the false and inisleading statements in the final audit report of the 
Clinton Primary Committee, dated December 27, 1994. 

After attempting without success to resolve the matter, the Andersons, in the 
summer of 1995, sued the Clinton Primary Committee, the Compliance Fund, and 
certain others, including Lyn Utrecht, for libel damages. In a motion to dismiss the 
Andersons’ lawsuit, lawyers for Ms. Utrecht pleaded privilege, maintaining that, 
defamatory or not, the Clinton Primary Committee’s communications with the FEC were 
privileged and therefore protected from libel. The motion to dismiss also offered 
“evidence” that purportedly proved that the statements the Clinton Primary Committee 
made about the Andersons were true. Ironically, once the “spin” is peeled away (a 
relatively easy task), the so-called evidence actually strengthens the Andersons’ libel 
claim, as fully e.uplained in the Documentary References of the Anderson Report. 

Since November 1995 the Andersons have been awaiting a judicial ruling on 
whether the Clinton Primary Committee is, in effect, privileged to submit false and 
misleading statements to the Federal Election Commission. 

The Andersons expect to ultimately prevail in their lawsuit for libel damages, but 
believe the Clinton Primary Committee should also be held accountable for making false 
statements to the FEC and defrauding taxpayers of some $3 million. The Anderson 
Report is presented in the hope that it will prompt an investigation into the relevant 
actions of the Clinton Primary Committee. 
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The Conspiracy 

The conspiracy involved the Clinton Primary Committee manipulating certain 
contributions received by Bill Clinton’s primary campaign so as to obtain millions of 
dollars more in matching funds than the Clinton Primary Committee was legally entitled 
to, while at the same time transferring a sizable portion of the Clinton Primary 
Committee’s primary contributions to the ‘92. ClintodGore General Election Compliance 
Fund, an election campaign committee that is prohibited by law from benefiting from 
federal matching funds. The conspiracy involved hvo schemes: the first failed as a result 
of FEC diligence; the second, which was largely based on false information, succeeded. 

The contributions in question were solicited by the Clinton Primary Committee 
in the days and weeks prior to the Democratic Convention but deposited following 
Clinton’s nomination on July 15, 1992, the date that marked the official end of his 
primary campaign. The Anderson Report and the documents it references often refer to 
these as post-convention or post-nomination contributions. (Note: Prior to the 
nomination, a primary committee is eligible to receive federal matching funds regardless 
of its financial position; post-convention, a primary committee must show “need,”’ that is, 
to qualify for additional matching funds it must show it doesn’t have enough money to 
pay its debts and estimated costs of winding down its activities.) 

First scheme 
To appear to qualify for more matching funds than it deseived, the Clinton 

Primary Committee deposited S1.5 million in post-convention primaiy contributions into 
a special bank account and failed to report these as Clinton Primary committee assets on 
the financial reports required to accompany post-convention matching funds requests. It 
also generously estimated its winding down costs. The result was that the Clinton 
Primary Committee looked ‘‘poorer” than it actually was, and the FEC duly paid it a total 
of $4.6 million based on matching funds requests the Clinton Primary Committee 
submitted in August and September 1992. Of this amount, FEC auditors later stated that 
the Clinton Primary Committee was actually entitled to ody  about $1 million. 

To shift Clinton primary assets to the Compliance Fund, the Clinton Primary 
Committee arbitrarily distinguished between Clinton’s post-convention primary 
contributions, depending on the date they were deposited. Contributions deposited 
between July 16 (the day after the official end of the primary campaign) and August 5 
were treated ils primary contributions, and matching funds were sought and received for 
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these. All remaining contributions became the focus of a certain “redesignation” project. 
The redesignation project was initiated and carried out by the Clinton Primary 
Committee in Little Rock and involved sending letters to the last 55,000 people who 
contributed to Clinton’s primary campaign whose contributions were deposited after 
August 5. These letters, mniled from Little Rock during September and early October 
1992, thanked contributors for their pritriary contribution, informed them that primary 
debts were paid, and asked them to redesignate their contribution to the Compliance 
Fund. (Note: In 1992 the general election campaigns of Clinton and Bush each received 
$55 million from the FEC on condition they not accept private contributions and not 
spend more than $55 million on the genera) election campaign. Private contributions, 
however, are the only source of funding for the separate legail and accounting compliance 
fund of a general election campaign. If there is not enough money in the legal and 
accounting compliance fund to pay all the general election‘s legd and accounting 
expenses, these expenses must be paid from the ftved amount allowed by law to be spent 
OR the general election.) 

Of the 55,000 prirnary contributors sent redesignation letters from Little Rock by 
tb.e Clinton Primary Committee, some 38,000 signed the attached “redesignation form” 
and mailed it back to the Clinton Primary Committee headquarters in Little Rock. When 
the redesignation forms accumulated into a sizable batch, the Clinton Primaxy Committee 
totaled the batch and made a transfer to the Compliance Funds bank account in an 
amount that exactly matched the total of the batch. These batches of signed, redesignation 
forms and the corresponding transfers to the Compliance Fund totaled $2.4 million. 
About half the transfers were made from the Clinton Primiary Committee’s regular bank 
account and the remaining were made from the Committee’s special account 
(interestingly called the “suspense” account) whose assets the Clinton Primary 
Committee had failed to reveal in its post-convention asset and debt reports to the FEC. 

First scheme fails 
When the FEC auditors later discovered what had happened, they requested the 

Clinton Priinnry Committee to repay $3.6 million in matching funds “overpayments” it 
had received. The FEC auditors stated that diverting primary assets was “not 
permissible” while the Clinton Primary Committee still had debts and was requesting 
and receiving matching funds. FEC regulations require that priinary contributions be 
usedfirst to retire primary campaign debts and winding down costs. The FEC auditors 
concluded, and wrote in their audit report, that the Clinton Primary Committee 
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calculated that the contributions deposited between July 16 and August 5 were sufficient 
to enable it to obtain enough in additional matching funds so that the contributions 
deposited after August 5 would be surplus to its debts. This is also not permissible, 
however, because FEC regulations do not allow campaign committees to treat anticipated 
matching funds checks as accounts receivable (that is, ils primary committee assets) when 
calculating whether primary committee assets exceed its debts. The auditors also 
concluded, and wrote in their audit report, “that to allow contributions solicited by, made 
payable to, received by, and deposited by the primary committee to be transferred 
wholesale to the general election compliance fund is completely inconsistent with the 
matching funds regulutions.” 

In addition, the FEC auditors showed that the Clinton Primary Committee not 
only had the money to pay its debts, but also had the money to repay the $3.6 million in 
overpayments it had received and still leave $1 million (of the $8.4 million transferred) 
in the Compliance Fund, thus utilizing some but not all the redesignntions. 

Nevertheless, at a fall 1993 meeting at which the FEC auditors made these points, 
Lyn Utrecht continued to argue that the $2.4 million transferred was “legally and 
properly” designated to the Compliance Fund. 

But the FEC auditors, clearly on solid legal ground, resisted this argument, and in 
their interim audit report, released in the spring of 1994, stated they would recommend 
that the Clinton Primary Committee be made to repay S3.6 million in federal matching 
funds overpayments it had received. 

The second scheme 
In its July 1994 written response to the FEC interim audit report, the Clinton 

Primary Committee offered a different scheme calculated to avoid repaying the $3.6 
million in matching funds overpayments. An essential element of the second scheme 
involved a convoluted legal argument. Citing a rule that states that contributions received 
after the ‘‘last” election, and which are not properly designated “in writing” to that 
election, must inure to the “next” election, the Clinton Primary Committee argued three 
things: (1) that the contributions representing the $2.4 million transferred to the 
Compliance Committee were not proper!y designated to the primary campaign, (2) were 
received after the primay campaign officially ended, and (3) as such were “undesignated” 
or non-primary contributions. (The rule cited by the Clinton Primary Committee was 
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intended to apply to campaigns for the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives, but the 
loophole is that the language refers to “federd” elections.) Based on these arguments the 
Clinton Primary Committee maintained that the next election was the ClintodGore ‘92 
general election, but because the general election could not accept contributions, the 
contributions in question belonged to the general election’s Compliance Fund. 
Moreover, it emphasized that, given the contributions in question were non-primary 
contributions and thus belonged in the General Election’s Compliance Fund to begin 
with, the redesignation statements were unnecessarj. 

This new story left the Clinton Primary Corninittee with a lot of explaining to do. 
The biggest problem was the 38,000 redesignation statements it had obtained. These were 
the “in writing*’ proof obtained to support the Clinton Primary Committee”s earlier claim, 
made in the spring of 1993, that the 52.4 million transferred to the Compliance Fund was 
“legally and properly” designated to the Compliance Fund. But when the Clinton 
Primary Committee abandoned this argument (the FEC simply wouldn’t buy it), the 
redesignation statements became a millstone around its neck, as they were the legal proof 
that the contributions the Clinton Primary committee now claim were non-primary 
were, in fact, primary contributions, and that the Clinton Primary Committee had 
properly treated them as primary contributions two years’ earlier. 

In short, and this is the crux of the matter, the Clinton Primary Committee’s 
second scheme wasn’t credible unless it could somehow “disown” responsibility for 
obtaining the 38,000 redesignation statements. Its strategy for dealing with a situation it 

could not address truthfully (and keep the money), arid could not othenvise explain, was: 
blame a oendor. The instances in which the Clinton Primary Committee did this are too 

numerous and lengthy to present in a overview, but are fully explained - and fully 
refuted - in the meticulously documented Anderson Report. A brief summary of the 
most significant false statements, along with the facts, are given below. 

When the Clinton Primary Committee stated to the FEC in the summer of 1994 
that the money tmnsferred to the Compliance Committee represented undesignated non- 
primary contributions, it also stated the following: 

False Statements. The redesignations were not only superfluous hut had been obtained 
without it.s knowledge by the tjendor who processed the contributions and it did not 
find out about the redesignation stateinents until afier the 1992 presidential election. 
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The Facts 
9 On September 2, 1992, the day after the Clinton P r i m q  Committee submitted its 

final matching funds request to the FEC, David Watkins, at that time the Clinton 
Primary Committee’s Operations instructed Patricia Anderson to process 
the incoming rimary and to each day send the 

amount) on a computer tape results (contri f: utor’s 

the Clinton Primary Committee in Litt 7 e Rock in the early fall of 1992 and was 

several who had intimate knowledge o f t  E e redesignation project. 

to Schuh Advertising, a Little Rock direct-mail com any, so that Schuh could 
enerate the redesignation letters within 60 days o P the primary contribution 

ieing deposited, the time allowed by law. 

a The entire primary contribution redesi nation project was carried out openly 5v 

completed, or virtually completed, well before the November elections. 

* A dozec or more people working for the Clinton Primary Commitkee in Little 
Rock and elsewhere are well aware that the Clinton Primary Committee itself 
initcated and executed the redesignation roject, and the Anderson Report names 

False Statements. The uendor’s contract contained an incentive clause that penniffed it to 
bill the Clinton Priinanj Conitnittee for additional documentation it  obtained in 
connection with processing a contribution (implyin that the vendor’s “mistake” in 
obtaining the redesignations was motivated by gree 9 ). 

The Facts 
9 There is no incentive clause in the Andersons’ contract covering additional 

documentation for processing a contribution for the Compliance Fund. The 
incentive clause in the contract applies only to additional documentation relating 
to matching funds submissions for the primary campaign. 

The Andersons never submitted an invoice that could even remotely relate to 
producing and mailing 55,000 letters and aying for the return postage of some 

Committee are meticulously itemized, down to the exact number of letters, 
envelopes, stamps, etc. 

9 According to Compliance Fund records, in the fall of 1992 (the period during 

I 

38,000 redesignation statements. The An B ersons’ invoices to the Clinton Primary 

which the redesignation letters were mailed from Little Rock), Schuh Advertising 
was paid nearly $40,000 for a “redesignation mailing” and the U.S. Postal Service 
in Little Rock was paid some $10,000 for “redesignation letters.” 

The Clinton Primary Committee, in attempting to explain the $2.4 million in 
transfers to the Cornpliance Fund in such a way as to disassockite the transfers from the 
redesignation statements, stated the following: 

6 8 0 7  
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False Statements. It had perfonned an “analysb” of the post-concention contributions 
not subinitted for matching funds and was able to detennine from this analysis 
which contributions were pritnunj and which were undesignated, non-primanj 
contributions. I t  stated that its ana1ysi.s supporten transfem’ng some $2.7 million to 
the Coinpliaiice Fiind, a little more than the $2.4 inillion it did trari.$er. 

The Facts 
The Clinton Primary Coininittee treated post-nomination contributions deposited 
behveen J d y  16 (the day after the primary campaign officiiilly ended) and August 
5, 1992, as primary coa&ibutions, and sought and received federal inatching funds 
for these. It sent redesignation requests to every primary contributor, some 55,000, 
whose contribution had been deposited after August 5 ,  1992. 

e The Clinton Primary Committee’s $2.4 million transfer to the Compliance Fund 
was based solelv on the signed, redesignation statements returned by some 38,000 
contribritors (of the 55.000 solicited). The number and amounts QF the transfers 
eiactly match the number and amounts of the batches of redesigmtion forms 
accumulated by the Clinton Primary Committee as they were received. (The FEC 
auditors did not make a direct connection between the batches of signed, 
redesignation forms and the transfers to the Compliance Committee because they 
never saw the documentation, which is included among the evidence in the 
Anderson Report.) 

The difference between the S2.7 million the Clinton Primary Committee said its 
so-called analysis supported transferring to the Coin liance Fund, and the S2.4 

some l i ,OOO contributors (of the 55,000 solicited) who failed to mail back signed. 
redesignation forms. The contributions of these some 17,000 contributors weren’t 
transfGrred to the Compliance Fund; they remained as primary contributions, that 
is. as assets of the Clinton Primary Committee. 

million it actuiilly did transfer, is largely accounted P or by the contributions of the 

The Clinton Primary Committee’s so-called analysis notwithstanding, all the 
monies received following Clinton’s noinination were in response to the Clinton 
Primary Committee’s solicitations for prlrnary contributions. Thus, there i s  not a 
wit of difference between the post-convention contributions deposited between 
July 16 and August 5 and the contributions deposited after August 5, and the 
Clinton Primiary Committee was unable to satisfactorily explain a difference. 

It is worth noting that the FEC find audit report states: “Therefore, for the 
Commission to forego the transfer [back to the Primary Committee] from the 
Compliance Fund and [to forego] the recapture of matching funds in excess of 
entitlement from the Committee, would constitute a matching funds subsidy for 
the [ClintonIGore] Compliance Committee. Such a subsidy would be well beyond 
the statutory scheme.” 

In  summing up this issue, the FEC Republican Commissioners concluded: 
“Finiillv, it is grossly improper to adopt such a free-spending standard for only one 
candid& (the current president of the United States), while every other campaign 
in the same cycle has been held to a different and stricter rule.” 
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The above, as earlier noted, by no means covers the full extent of the Clinton 
Primary Committee’s conspiracy, nor its false and misleading statements to the FEC, 
which are documented in the Anderson Report. For example, having boldly accused the 
Andersons of being responsible for the redesignation project, the Clinton Primay 
Committee attempted to make this accusation appear more plausible by repeatedly and 
gratuitously portraying the Andersons and their company as an unprofessional, out-of- 
control vendor. This was mostly accomplished by explicitly or implicitly blaming them for 
errors and omissions and resubmissions that the Clinton Primary Committee itself was 

responsible for. 

Second scheme succeeds 
It takes a 4-2 vote of the six FEC Commissioners tu approve a recommendation by 

the FEC audit and legal staff; that is, to reverse the past actions of a committee. A 3-3 vote 
results in a “non decision” in which the FEC staffs recornmendations are simply 
ignored. This means, in effect, that a campaign committee can get away with virtually 
anything that it can get the three FEC commissioners of its own party to go along with. 

On December 15, 1994, the FEC Commissioners considered the FEC audit staffs 
recommendations with regard to the Clinton Primary Committee, the main one being 
that it be made to repay some $3.6 million in federal matching funds overpayments. The 
vote WAS 3-3, a non decision, but the discussion at the meeting relating to the significance 
of the redesignation statements was quite enlightening. To wit, a comment by FEC 
general counsel Larry Noble: 

. . . if the seeking of a redesi nation i s  to mean anything, and the Committee 
claims it was a mistake, but i B it is not looked at as a mistake, then what it 
shows is that they [the Clinton Primary Committee] first recognized these as 

comes into play and says that they cannot redesignate these as long as t 5Ytion ey 
primary contributions, and then, as Commissioner &kens says, the re 

had debt. 

A comment by Joe Stoltz, head of the FEC audit division, in response to a question about 
whether the funds transferred to the Compliance Fund were in fact redesignated, is 
likewise enlightening: 

They are, assuming that the redesi nation was permissible, however, if it is 
assumed they were primary [contri % utions] to begin with and required a 
redesignation, then I think 9003.3 comes into play, and the redesignation 
wouldn’t have been permissible to start with. 

9 
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These comments, taken together with a11 other statements relating to this matter that 
appear in FEC audit reports on the Clinton Primary Committee, make two things 
unambiguously clear- 

a The redesignation statements (if not a “mistake”) constitute legal prccof that the 
contributions in question were primary contributions. 

0 The Clinton Primary Committee would not have been permitted, by whatever 
means, to transfer primary contributions to the Compliance Fund as long as it had 
outstanding debts. 

To keep the $3 million in federal matching funds overpayments the Clinton Primary 
Committee had to overcome these two things, which it did, as noted above, by making 
false statements. To reiterate: 

The first major fake statement was to claim that a vendor, acting on its ova and 
without the Clinton Primary Committee’s knowledge, obtained the redesignations, 
stating that this was a mistake, 31s the redesignations were unnecessary. This Mse 
statement enabled the Clinton Primary Committee to avoid acknowledging (by denying 
responsibility for obtaining the redesignations) that it first recognized the contributions 
in questions as primary contributions, and, eqtally important, to denigrate the “legaf” 
importance of the redesignations by casting them ils simply a mistake by an incompetent 
“former” vendor motivated by greed. 

The second major fdse statement \YS to claim that the monies transferred to the 
Compliance Fund were non-primaiy contributions, identified as such through an analysis 
of all post-convention contributions that were not submitted for matching funds. This 
fdse statement enabled the Clinton Primary Committee to present a seemingly 
reasonable rationale for the transfers to the Compliance Fund that disassociated the 
transfers from the redesignation statements. 

These false statmnents cornbinzed to suggest a scenario that the three Dmnocratic 
FEC Cvtnmissioners could plausibly go along u;ith, and thus were essential to gaining 
their cotes and thereby to the Clinton Prinmry Committee keeping the $3 million in 
federal matching funds oterpaytnents. 

The scenario, aimed at the three FEC Commissioners who were Democrats, went 
ils follows: If the contributions transferred to the Compliance Fund were non-primary 
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contributions (as the Clinton Primary Committee asserted), then it could be argued that 
the asset and debt schedules that accompanied its matching funds requests were accurate 
and that the transfers to the Compliance Fund while the Clinton Primary Committee 
still had debts were legitimate. Similarly, if the Clinton Primary Committee didn’t know 
about and didn’t have anything to do with obtaining the redesignations (as it also 

asserted), then it could be argued that the Clinton Primary Committee was simply acting 
prudently by performing an analysis of the contributions in question to determine which 
were primary and belonged in the Clinton Primary Committee and wk.:-b were non- 
primary and belonged in the Compliance Fund. 

The three FEC Commissioners who were Republicans were unable to exploit the 
legal significance of the redesignation statements because the Clinton Primary 
Committee maintained they were obtained by mistake by a vendor without the Clinton 
Primary Committee’s knowledge. The Republicans were also unable to force the 
Democrats to acknowledge that the Clinton Primary Committee’s treatment of its post- 
convention contributions (that is, recognizing some as primary contributions to be 
matched and some as non-primary contributions that could be transferred to the 
Compliance Fund) was both illogical and arbitrary. 

Clearly, though, even the most partisan Democratic Commissioner could not have 
supported the Clinton Primary Committee’s scenario had he or she known what the 
Anderson Report proves beyond any doubt whatsoever: That it was not a vendor but the 
Clinton Primary Committee itself that had sought and obtained the redesignation 
statements, and that the transfers to the Compliance Fund were based not an an analysis 
of the contributions in question but solely on the redesignation statements. 

On December 16, 1994, the day following the 3-3 vote, the three Democratic FEC 
Commissioners issued a statement expiaining their principal reasons for rejecting the 
FEC staffs recommendations regarding the Clinton Primary Committee. First, the 
statement said, the Commission has never addressed whether contributions coming in 
after the nomination must (emphasis in original) be treated as primary campaign assets, 
even if solicited by and made payable to the primary committee. Second, assuming the 
contributions didn’t have (emphasis in original) to be treated as primary assets, the 
statement asks the question: sliould (emphasis in original) the Clinton campaign be forced 
to treat them as such when the intent of the donors is ambiguous and all technical 
requirements are not met. The statement answers this question in the following way: 
“We felt it inappropriate to account for these funds in a way that would deprive the 
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Clinton campaign of the use of public funds to pay legitimate post-primary debts.” The 
statement calls a “Catch 22” the FEC staffs argument that if the funds transferred to the 
Compliance Fund are not viewed as primary assets, then the post-nomination 
contributions submitted for matching should likewise not be viewed as primary assets, 
and the inatching funds associated with them should be recouped. 

In answer to their own question: ‘What is the impact of our approach,” the 
Democratic FEC Commissioner’ stated that the impact is that: ‘Taupayer funds, rather 
than privately raised dollars, are used to pay primary campaign expense - a result that 
furthers (emphasis in original) the public financing concept. The funds at issue are left 
available to the [Compliance Fund] to pay for complying with the many complexities of 
the law - again a result thatfurthem (emphasis in original) the public financing concept.” 
The statement concludes: “All our approach does is allow the use of more public funding 
dollars to pay for legitimate primary campaign expenses of a publicly funded campaign. As 
a matter of policy, we think that is a better result than the alternative.” 

The Republican FEC Commissioners, in sharp contrast, issued quite a different 
statement following the 3-3 vote. Their statement, in effect, invited someone to challenge 
the FEC for failing to uphold the law. A citizen’s group responded by filing Matter 
Under Review 4192 with the FEC, charging that the Clinton Primary Committee had 
been allowed to manipulate election law, illegally obtain matching funds, and spend them 
on other than qualified primary campaign expenses (the bulk of which went to the 
Compliance Fund). 

The Clinton Primaly Committee’s written response to Matter Under Review 4192 
repeated the same false statements it had earlier told FEC auditors. Lyn Utrecht, general 
counsel to the Clinton Primary Committee and the Compliance Fund, and Laura Ryan 
Shachoy, co-counsel to the Clinton Primary Committee, signed the response to Matter 
Under Review 4192. 

The FEC general counsel, on the other hand, took a stronger position in Malter 
Under Review 4192 than he had taken in the final audit report on the Clinton Primary 
Committee. He condemned the Clinton Primary Committee’s actions by recommending 
that the FEC Commissioners “find reason to believe” that the 1992 Clinton for President 
Committee, the ClintonlGore ‘92 General Election Compliance Fund, Wisliarn J. 
Clinton, candidate, and J.L. “Skip” Rutherford, treasurer, had violated 11 C.F.R. 
9003.3(a)(l), 104.14(d), and 903&.5(a) when the Clinton Primary Committee: 



e Submitted inaccurate fimanehd. iinfasmation in its post-convention financid 
reports, md 
Transferred $2.4 million to the Conipliance Fund while the Clinton Primary 
Committee still had debts. 

’The vote on Matter Under Review 4192 also split 3-3 down partisan lines, with the 
Democratic Comnissionen saying they would not reverse their earlier decision on the 
matter. 

Coarcluoion 

In January 1995, barelv three weeks following the release of the FEC’s find audit 
r e p o ~  on the Clinton Priinnry Committee, but before the Andenons had reed it, Eyn 
Utrecht and Barbam ‘Idates (CPA to the Clinton Primary Committee and the Compliance 
Fund and a partner in the Little Rack accounting firm of Bird,  KurRt eL Dobson) 
requested a meeting with the Andersons at the hdeasons’ finn’s offices near the Capitol. 
At this meeting tyn Utrecht instmcted the Andersons to turn over everything in their 
possession relating to the Clinton Primary Committee, to destroy all computer t a p s  and 
records relating to the Clinton Primary Committee, and to spa& to 

they had done for the Clinton Primary Calmnittee. (A copy of a letter from William 
Anderson to Lyn Utrecht confirming these requests is among the documents in the 
Anderson Report.) Lyn Utrecht also informed the Andersons at this meeting that they 
would be asked to sign a statement memodalidng their agreement to and compliance 
with these requests. 

one about the work 

Xn all their years in the business, no client had ever b h a ~ e d  in such B fashion. Lyn 
Utrecht had, however, made other unusud requests. For example, during the FEC audit 
of the Clinton Primary Committee she had strictly forbidden the Andemns to speak to 
or return calls; from anyone at the FEC a b u t  a 
Committee except on a speakerphone in her law oEce when she was present. 

ing relatiqg to the Clinton Primary 

After the Andersons read the Clinton Primary Committee’s false statements about 
them in the FEC‘s find audit report on the Clinton Primary Committee, the reasons for 
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Lyn Utrecht’s astonishing and unprecedented requests were no longer a mystery. The 
kndersons gave the Clinton Primary Committee the documents requested, but kept 
selected copies and never signed a statement relating to Clinton Primary Committee 
documents or the work they had done for the Clinton Primary Committee. 

What led the Clinton Primaay Committee to break election law, make fdse 
statements to a federal regulatory agency, and maliciously libel innocent people, 
besmirching the Andersons’ good reputations and ruining the business they’d spent years 
of hard work building? \Vas it simple greed? Was it to make sure there was plenty of 
money in campaign coffers to pay lawyers and accountants? \Vas it to cover unqualified 
expenses? After all, as the FEC pointed out in 1993, the Clinton Primary Committee had 
the money to pay its legitimate primary campaign expenses and debts. A simple 
illustration makes this clear. 

The Clinton Primary Committee transferred $2.4 million to the Compliance Fund 
and paid “Friend of Bill” and Arkansas businessman, W.P. Malone, a series of payments 
totaling S842,lOO for “professional services.” The payments to Malone, which began more 
than a year after the primary campaign ended and continued until March 1996, were 
ultimately “disqualified” as legitimate primary expenses by the FEC because the Clinton 
Primary Committee refused, after repeated requests, to identify the services W.P. 
Malone had performed for Bill Clinton’s 1992 primary campaign. (Even though the 
payments to him were disqualified, Malone got to keep the $642,100.) In addition, the 
Clinton Primary Committee racked up more than S3$2,000 in other non-qualified 
expenses, including staff bonuses and the settlement of a sexud harassment suit against 
David Watkins. In short, the transfers to the Compliance Fund plus the payments to 
Malone and the other e.xpenses that weren’t legitimate primary campaign expenses 
exceeded the amount the FEC auditors determined the Clinton Campaign received in 
matching funds oveqxayments. 

Federal election law and federal funding of elections is designed to create a level 
campaign playing fiefid. The Clinton Primary Committee cynically and maliciously made 
fdse statements - and by other mean,s devious and illegal - thwarted this worthwhile 
public objective in order to keep some $3 million in iil-gotten public money and use a 
sizable portion of it to subsidize the Compliance Fund of the ‘92 ClintodGore General 
Election campaign, giving it a S2.4 million spending edge over BusWQuayle in the fall of 
1992, before the November elections, when it counted most. 

?he Anderson Report I014 I4 



Eueybody doesn't do what the Clinton Primary Committee did. 

The Andersons look forward to the U.S. Department of Justice giving this matter 
the serious attention it deserves. They also look forward to the Federal Election 
Commission taking all appropriate actions on this matter; in particular, actions that affirm 
that the Clinton Primary Committee and the Compliance Fuad are not "privileged" to 
submit false statements to it with impunity. 

Respectfiilly submitted to the Federal Election Commission and the U.S. 

Department of Justice, and sworn to under penalty of perjury this h day of July 19998. 

William H. Anderson Patricia W. Anderson 

State of Virginla 

jub 1998 I5 
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The E%C’s audit of the 1992 Clinton for Resident Committee (Clinton primary 
Committee or CPC or Committee) was controversial -- from the time the auditors 
recommended repayment of a mmrd $4.3 million to the f d  Commission vote 
which reauced it to only $1.4 million. 

That the Clinton Primary Committee manipulated the contiibutions received after 
Bill Clinton’s nomination sllch that some were considered primary contributions 
(ad matched with federal ffinds) whie the remaining contributions were 
arbitmrily d e c M  %on-primary” contlibutions (that hlonged in the general 
election’s Compliance fund) is well known. 

That the FEC auditors, its general counsel, and the Republican Commissioners 
opposed the Clinton 1FPipna-y Committee’s one ‘%gal” argument to treat its 
contributions in such a fashion is well known. That only the Democratic 
Commissioners supported the C X ’ s  argument to do so is also well known. 

That the ensuing Commissioners’ tie vote had the effect of rejecting the 
ment mmmen&tion and giving tacit approval of the CPC’s 
actions is well known. That the tie vote left a slew of people 

who thought that the CPC had been &owed to violate two election laws is 
histoly. 

What was not known at the time, however, by parries on either side of the 
controversy, was that the most significant, underlying “fact of infsnrmation” 
the CPC had supplied to the FIEC duriag &e audit in mpgoir of its one legal 
argument to avoid repayment was Qothing more than a string d false a d  

The Anderson Report shows that if h s e  at the FEC had ken given truth%ul 
information, the audit outcome would have bees quite diffemnt. 

misleading statements which were nqeated &r tbe audit, during 41%. 



Documentary With References - Index 

CX'S First Plan: 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 

CPC submits inaccurate financial statements to FEC; overpayments to CPC result. 
CPC uses resources in Little Rock to obtain 38,000 signed redesignation statements. 
CPC transfers $2.4 million to Compliance fund based on batches of redesignation statements. 

First Plan Fails: 
4.0 FEC auditors on firm legal ground: illegal ta rquestlaccept matching funds and 

simultaneously transfer primary money to another committee - redesignation statements 
not permissible - FEC Interim Audit Repon recommends CPC repay $3.6 million. 

CX's  Second Plan: 
5.0 
6.0 
7.0 
8.0 
9.0 

CPC introduces new strategy in its response to FEC Interim Audit Report. 
CPC wvers up its responsibility for redesignation statements with false statements. 
W h y  CPC needed scapegoat - significance of redesignation statements. 
CFC covers up correlation of transfers & redesignation statements with its "analysis". 
CPC heaps criticism on Andersons' firm; defends all other vendors. 

Second Plan Sueresds and b SuccesSrully DefeEded. 
10.0 
11.0 
12.0 
13.0 
1.4.0 

Background on Relationship of Andersolns and CPe: 
15.0 
16.0 
17.0 
18.0 
19.0 
20.0 
21.0 
22.0 
23.0 

Andersons Sue CPC and Utreeht for Libel: 
24.0 
25.0 
26.0 
27.0 
28.0 
29.0 
30.0 
31.0 
32.0 

An@emm' Opinion on Turn of Even& 
33.0 
341.0 
35.0 
36.0 
37.0 

FEC staff and Commissioners treat CPC false statements as truthful & factual. 
Signed proof of CPC's wrongdoing is turned into "mistake by former vendor". 
Audit outcome of Clinton for President Committee was very controversial; MUR 4192 filed. 
After final FEC determination, Utrecht insmcts Andersons to destroy CPC records. 
Andersons' relationship with President Clinton and VP Gore comes to sad end. 

Andersons maintained goad relationship with CPC and FEC during campaign. 
Suddently. CPC began to treat Andersons in unusual manner. 
CPC elicited "overlimit" memo from Andersons & later used it as evidence against them. 
Comparison of 169 redesignations Andersons obtained vs. 38,000 CPC obtained &om LR. 
Anderson memo showed no problems during period Utrecht recah "significant problems". 
POC's reconciliation project proves coerelation between transfers & CPC statements. 
CPC's unusual treatment of Andersons continues. 
Anderson's record with CPC was 99.4% perfect vs. Utrecht's account of unprofessionalism. 
Second elicited memo obtained by Utrecht is actually proof Andersons did good job. 

Andersons advise White House General Counsel Abnea Mihra of false statements - no response. 
Andersons amtempt to resolve matter with Utrecht and CPC. 
Utrecht and CPC respond with hubris, arrogance, threats, and more false statements. 
Andersons file libel claim in U.S. District Court, July 1995. 
Utrecht & CPC filed Motion to Dismiss - claim "privilege" protects them from libel claims. 
Andersons respond to Motion eo Dismiss. 
Utrecht and CPC reply to Andersons' response. 
Judge listens to "privilege" arguments presented by Utrecht's attorney, Nwember 1995. 
Andersons believe Judge will not rule CPC privileged to make false statements to FEC. 

Andersons' conspiracy theory and how false statements crux of CPC keeping money. 
Follow the money I how the CPC spent the overpaid matching funds. 
ClintodGore '92 obtained $2.4 million unfair spending advantage over BushlQuayle. 
FEC easily manipulated - various examples and critical news articles. 
Andeesons compile documents and information about false statements; turn Report over to FEC. 



1.0 

. . .  
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Clinton's nomination iu July 1992 m&& the official end of the 
primary campaign. By law, his pzimary committee (CX) was no longer 
entitled to matching funds u&s it could show in financial 
statements submitted to the F13c', called net outstding campaign 
obligations or NOCO statements, that it didn't have enough money to 
pay its debts. 

At that h e ,  money was pouring into the Clinton ppimary campaign. The 

contributions to pay its debts and that additional federal money was 
not necessary. The CPC nevettheless requested more matching funds. 

In order to qualify for additional federal money, the CK! did two 
things. It began depositing contributions in a newly opeaed "suspcme" 
bank account but did not repxt the money to the F X  as an asset and, 
it submitted a very high estimate of winding down obligations. Thus the 
CPC created a "net outstandiing debt" picture to the FE@ because on the 
N W 0  statement, it appeared not to have enough money to pay its high 
obligations -- the CPC made itself look "poorer" than it Rally was. 

The FIX auditon stated in their audit report two years later, that by 
the CPC's "not recognbiing" the contributions in the Suspense account. 
the FEC overpaid the CPC by $3.6 million in naakbing funds. The 
FEC's geneml counsel would state in MN)R 4192,6 months after the audit 
that submitting inaccurate fimial statements to the FIE is a viohtim 
of election regulations. 

auditors would later show that the had pkrIty of private 



1.1 
officially over; unless hit Committee had debts it couldn't pay, it was "ineligible" to receive 
additional matching funds. From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bott~m page 82: 

July 15, 1992, Clinton was nomioatd and the Democxatic primary e l d o n  was 

. . . [A] candidate who has hecome ineligible may not mxive 
further matching payments regardless of the date of deposit of the 
underlying contributions 8 he or she has no net outstanding 
campaign obligations. 

1.2 
accompany each request for matching funds and should include 

An upbted Statement of Net Owstan&g campaign Obligations [NOCO] must 

. . . cash on hand as of the close of business on the last day of 
eligib~ty including al l  contributions dated on or before that 
date whether or not submitted for matching. 

(from Fw3 Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 82) 

1.3 
(NOCO) statements (asset and debt financial picture) omitted contributions deposited in a 
newly opened "Suspense" Account. From FEC Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 84: 

The auditors uncovered that the CPC's Net Outstanding Campaign Obligation 

. . . [TJhe Committee continual to request and receive matching 
funds payments based on NOCO statements that did not recognize 
contributions deposited into the Suspense Account. 

1.4 The CPC received undeserved matching funds in September and October 1991. 
From FEC open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 33, 9% Stola, FlEc Audit Division, 
speaking: 

In doing this, the private contributions were not applied to the 
debt when determining remaining outstanding campaign obligations. 
Thus, the [matching funds] payments we (FIX] made on 912 [for M 
overpayment of $.8 million]) and 10/2 [for an additional 
overpayment of $2.8 million]. 

1.5 
FEC's general counsel stated the problem of not including dl ehe assets in much stronger 
terms in his opinion for the FEC's Matter Under Review 4192. Fmm lLauR 4192 Opinion, Tab 
21, Doc D, page 18: 

In July 1995, seven months after the final audit q r t  had been released, the 

However, the [Clinton] Primary Committee did not apply the private 
contributions to the primary debt and, therefore, it submitted 
NQCO Statements that were an inaccurate picture of the candidate's 
financial s t a t ~ s .  Therefore, the Ofpice of General Counsel 
mommends that the Commission .Fan6 reason to believe h t  the 
Clinton for Resident Committee, and J.L. "Skip" Rutherford, as 
Treasurer, and WiliEam J.@hton vialrated 11 C.F.R. Sections 
lW.l4(d) and 9034.5(a). 
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2.0 

Anticipating the infusion of undeserved matching funds, the C X  
implemeated its plan to use its private contributions for the 
advantage of the ClintodChre '92 general election. 

The CPC quested a signed "aeQesiption statemeat" frrmp the 55, 
contributors whose contribution had not beea matched, which included 
all contributions which had been deposi the *Suspense" acco\nat. 
The CPC, using its staff in Litole Rock ers and a Little Rock 
direct f m  mail named Schuh Advertis 
personalized letters containing a redesignation statement fa& out 
for a specific contribution. 

The CPC planned to use the signed statements that were retramed as the 
contributors' legal authorization for tmnsfedng primary 
contributions to the ClintonlGore '92 Compliaoce Comimz 
(Compliance fund). Note, &e Compliance fund is known generically 
as the geneml election legal and accounting committee or GELAC. 

This project, the "seeking and obtaining" of the designation 
statements in September 1992, is the project the CPC's counsel, Lyn 
Utrecht, would state to the FEC auditors in July I994 -- nearly two 
years later -- as being initiated and carried out, OUT the 
KNOWLEDGE of the CBC staff, by its vendor proamed its 
contributions, namely Public Office Cosporation, the fum owned and 
managed by Bill and Pax Anderson. She would state oh%t the Andersons 
acted on their own, that they should not have 

incentive provision in the vendor's contract as 
apparent motivation. 

The documents referenced in this d o n  show that the CPC initiated 
and carried out the project, not the Andemns. 

and mailed thc 

which sb knned nS~tfluOuS" to the CPC'S 



. .  ,.: 
,i , , :  , .*: 
>:. 

. .. . .. 

. .  

2.1 David Watkins, CPC operations manager, instructed Pat Anderson on 
September 2,1992 (the day after the last matching funds request had kea Sent to &he 
m), to prepare computer tapes containing the contribution data of all contributions 
deposited by the CPC after August 5 ,  192,  the matching funds' q u e s t  cutoff date, 
and send them to Schuh Advertising, a d k t  mail fkii in Lietle Rock. Watkhs told 
Anderson the project had to be completed within 60 days of the deposit date of the 
contribution involved; copies of Anderson's notes and tape msmittals shows Anderson 
sent the tapes, as instructed, to Schuh Advertking. (Tab 4, Doc A, C. D series) 

2.2 

2.3 
Note that signature font on b ]E does not match C b t ~ n ' S  SignatUm f o ~  on h C  G and used by p8c 
2.4 

2.5 

2.6 
that the U.S. Postmaster, Little Rock, Arkansas, was paid $10,150 for the stated 
purpose of "Redesignation Letters." (Tab 4, Doc Jr) 

2.7 
shows payments to Lloyd Schuh Advextking ($18,863.74 on 9/28/92 gwd $19,469.83 on 9/29/92). 
for stated purpose of "Redesignation wilding." (Tab 4, Doc K) 

2.8 

Scott Schuh memo eo POC regding "Redesignation Letter." (Tab 4, Doc B) 

Copy of actual redesignatioa letter, showing Little Rock postmark. ("ab 4, Dcrc E) 

Copy of actual redesignation statement that matches format i8r typeface of Doc E. (Tab 4, Doc F) 

Examples of contribution management with mferences to "Ut 

Page from Compliance fund's September 1992 FIX! expenditure schdole, showing 

flab 4, Doc H, r) 

Another page from the Compliance fund's September 1992 p;Ec expenditure schedule 

From investigator's letter (Tab 4, Boc L) after interviewing Scott Schuh: 

[Scott Schuh] was familiar with the 'redesignation' andl said 
Schuh [Advertising] also handled this for the campaign. 

2.9 

2.10 
the same tapes re-invoiced, this time to the CheodGore '92 Compliance fund. (Tab 4, Doc N) 

2.11 Examples of contribution management and checks containing special notations 
pertinent to the redesignation project. (Tab 4, Doc 0>2, 0.3, 0.4 and 0.5) 

2.12 Log of compliance affidavits quested by POC for month of September 1992; 
it does not contain any reference to pedesigilgtlon statements. ("ab 4, Doc P) 

2.W POC invoices show that the CPC was not charged for anything 
resembling the redesignation project, or parts thereof, involving 55,000 letters or 
processing the 38,000 statements that were returned. (See Tab 25) 

POC's invoice for preparing tapes sent to Schuh Advertising. (Tab 4, Doc M) 

POC's revised invoice, at the request of someone in Eittke Rock, showing 



3.0 

The redesignation mailing pmgmsed and within several weeks, the 
CPC had received approximately 38,080 signed ignation statements. 

a tween September 1992 and M m h  1993, the CPC sbff9ssemble8 
"batches" of the statements and began g the coalributions specified 
on the designation statements to the ChadGore  '92 Compliance fund, 
for a to& of 52,444,557 t r a n s f e d  in 15 batches. 

The Compliance fimd entered the 
contributions that was pre-filled ou 
statement into its own computer in 

The CPC would later deny to the E;Ec that there was any r&tionship 
between the total amount t r a n s f e d  and the on statements. 
Indeed, in July 1994, Lyn Uuecb statedl the S 
be accounted for by an "analysis" the CPC performed. 

Documents referenced in this section ahow ciearly that there was a 
relationship and that the data for the redesignated contributions was 
entered i n t ~  computers in Little Rock; the $2.4 million t m n s f e d  
had nothing to do with an "analysis" performed after llhe fact. 

The auditors apparently never saw any documents showed the exact 
correlation between the 15 transfers of ~ Q M Y  and batch= of signed 
reciesignation s?.a&ments. Tihe auditors were never allowed to ta& to Ipat 
Anderson about anything, so of course, they did not learn about thk: 
"reconciliation" project and c c o m p a n ~ ~  listings of redesi 
contributioms genesated in Littie h k .  

Documents proving the dationship an 

Rock to the Andersons are availabl 
PgeS Of &QSe -gS h C l  



3.1 A copy of the complete batch of redesignation spatemen& used as the basis for the CPC's 
first transfer on 9/30/92 is in Tab 6 of th is  Report; attached to the batch k a copy of the on@ 
bank debit and -sit slips, each reflecting 527,691.51, a figure which is, of course, the sum 
of the individual redesignation statements in the batch. These documents show that the very first 
transfer the CPC made was based on the "batch" of contributor-signed redesignation statements in Tab 6. 

3.2 Documents showing tabulations of each individual list of redesignation statements 
comprising the 15 "sums" of money transferred, as produced on POC's computer during the data 
reconciiiation project. (Tab 7, Doc A and B) 

3.3 Copies of the GOA bank statements (Tab 7, Doc C and D) show the amounts transferred 
agree with POC's reconciliation data (Tab 7, Doc A and B). Note: The general operating account 
(GOA) was used as the general depository disbursement account. It was not until the "Suspense" 
account was opened in August 1992 that contributions were deposited in other than the GOA account. 

3.4 Copies of the "Suspense" Account bank statements (Tab 7, Doc E, F, and G) show 
the same thing, that amounts transfed agree with WIC's reconciliation data (Tab 7, Doc A and 
B); note the fmt batch transferred was on 9/30/92 in amount of $27,631.51 (Tab 7, Doc E). 
That amount is also the sum of the complete batch of redesignation statements in Tab 6. 

3.5 
to which to reconcile its records, rather it received a computerized report of the batch 
of redesignation statements; the Compliance fund's computer administrator, Allen Wegehoft, 
produced the reports and sent them to POC after each batch was entered on the Little Rock 
computer. 

3.6 
by Allen Wegehoft of Little Rock staff (Tab 7, Doc H); Little Rack at one point sent its 
own summary of lists of redesignated contributions sent to POC (Tab 7, Doc I). 

3.7 
(produced by Pat Anderson in November 1996). (Tab 7, Doc J) 

3.8 Copy of page from the Compliance fund's FEC report shows first transfer of 
$27,691.5 1 (Tab 7, Doc L); the following Doc M is a copy of a note made part of the Same 
compliance report, referring to the amount $27,691.51 as the sum of a p u p  of "redesignate& 
contributions. These reports were produced by Linle Rock spaff and sent to FEE. 

3.9 Doc N, 0, P, Q, R, and S in Tab 7, are copies of subsequent Compliance fund 
FEC reports prepared in Little Rock and notes regarding the redesignated amounts. 

3.10 POC's dara "reconciliation" project also shows that the CPC made 
the transfers based on batches of redesignation statements and that the IE;Ec auditars a p n t l y  
were never allowed to see those documents. (Tab 14) 

3.11 
the "Suspense" account, as shown h ehe summary in Tab 7, Doe: A. 

POC never received another full copy in "batch" foem of designation statements 

POC kept a log of incoming Lists of designated contributions being sent 

POC worksheet showing exact number of redesignations from each primary account 

Transfers were made from both the regular general operating accounting (GOA) and 



4.0 

The FEC auditors advised the Cp61 general COUQS~ aaaci accountant of Wi audit 
fmdhgs at an "exit COnfeEm" in 

The auditors stated al l  assets (referring: to the S u ~ ~ ~  acownt assets 
and also, by rhen, the ltnulsfers to the Compftiance fund) must be 
toward paying the CPC's debts before money ciro be rmnsfened. 

The auditors stated the CPC could not 
for deposit into the primary bank account while at the same time transferring 
money out of the primary bank ipccount to a related commiee. 

f 1993. 

request matching funds 

The auditors stated m a t c b g  funds, given Ckton's post-n 

CPC had Uet QUtSmdhg CamH@l ObfigabiOn.5; by h W ,  XMkhkg 

StahlS O f  
"ineligibiity," should only be paid if OQ the DATE OF the 

funds could not be viewed as a receivable asset. 

The auditors viewed the redesignation statements simply as "not permissible." 

At Fit,  the CPC defended the efficacy of the signed 
statements -- but never sat& who had obtained them. 

The Andeman Report's supporting eefemnses am: 



4.1 At the Exit conference, October 1993, FEC auditors told the C X  they 
planned to recommend a matching funds repayment of $3,872,000. The auditors *ted the 
-pent amount was calculated by c o d y  applying aM of the CPC's a s s ~ s  
toward paying its debts and obligations. (Remember, in its original NOCQ statements 
to the FEC, the CPC did not reveal assets deposited in the "Suspense" account. 
From Exit Notes, Tab 26, page 8: 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

The repayment resulting from amounts received in excess 
of entitlement resulted from [the auditors] apj~lying [all 
of the CPC'sJ private contributions to the N W 0  
up to last matching fund payment. 

Ineligible-status candidates an entitled to federal money 

. . . provided that on the date of payment there 
outstanding campaign obligations. 

(from Fu: Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 82) 

The CPC had not used its money to pay debts. From Exit Notes, Tab 26, page 8: 

remaining nee 

The Committee had instead transfed much of the pose date of 
ineligibility contributions to the ... GELAC [Compliaylce fund]. 

Utrecht strongly disagreed with the FEC auditors. From Exit Notes, Tab 24, page 8: 

L[yn] U[trecht] stated the committee strongly disa that any 
repayment was due and no further discussion was held. 

In her written response to the Exit conference, Utrecht defends redesignations. - 
From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 85: 

The Committee disputes the auditors' assenion that these 
contributions coukd not be redesiKnaped to the GEEAC. Thaa 
assertion is con- to law. Those contributors properly and 
legally designated those contributions iu writing for %he G 
pursuant to I I  CFR Section llO.[l] and the auditon cannot prohibit 
the Committee from maintaking those cc~natib~tionS i~ the GEEAC. 



- 
4.6 
redesignation statements were not permissible. Fmm page 44, FEc Interim Audit 
Tab 4, Doc R 

Wtmcht did not change the auditors opinion; they continued to hold thax the 

With respect to the propriety of the redesignation, 11 C.F.R 110.1 
is not the relevant reguhtion. That regulation specifies the 
procedures and time limitations that apply to a dasigmtion when 
a redesignation is appropriate, As stated above, 11 CFR 
903.3(a)(I)(iii) clearly states that the 
by the Committee were not gemissib1 
only if no remaining primary expenses are to be paid. may primary 
contributions not in excess of the contributors’ limit be 
redesignated to the compliance fund. 

4.7 The FEC Interim Audit Report (Apd 1994) gave the CPC an opp0rl-u 
give more evidence that repayment was not wananted. From ElX Interim Au 
Doc Q, page 45: 

R, Tab 4, 

The Audit staff recommends that within 30 calendar days of service 
of this report, the Committee provide evidence to demonstrate that 
it did not receive matching funds in excess of entitlement. 
Absent such a demonstration, the Audit staff will recommend that 
the Commission make an initial determination ehat the Committee 
repay $3,674,353 to the W.S. Treasury. This amount is subject to 
change upon further review. 



5.8 

Between the time of the Exit wnference io r 1993 and the FEE 
auditors' Interim Audit Report in April 1998, the CPC had Pime 
to see the repayment handwriting on the wall - the Andersoos belieye 
the CPC's counsel, Lyn Urrecht. milst have known phe CPC was in for a 
huge Itpayment long before the Exit conference. 

She must have hown thaa what actually happened - the 
CPC took matching funds money from the FEC 

something the Democratic Commissioners could 
much they wanted to. hother strategy would be quiped if the 
CPC was to avoid a huge repayment. 

The CPC, in an incredible r e v e d ,  unveiled in July 1994 a "new' 
strategy which no longer enmmpsed the designation statements. 

Uuecht's new strategy asserted the contributions received by the 
Primary Committee after Clinton's nomination were not properly 
designated to the Primary Committee. If no? properly designated for 
the "last" election (the primary) then the contributions righthlly 
belonged to the "next' e!+XtiQn wing the chsOn/Gore Comphce  
fund). She (and eventually the r)ennocratk Commissioners) ignored the 
fact that the federal law cited obviousy applied to Semte and 
House campaigns. She also ignored the fact that millions of dollars in 
contributions received after Clinton's nomination had been matched 
(ody primary contributions may be matched). 

Lyn Utrecht's "new" strategy completely 
statements -- calping ahem "superfluous" - a d  chimed the 
contributions that bad been msfened to the C o m p h  fund 
belonged there all along - theae€ore d e s  

on "d while 
simultaneollsly m g  n ex^" assas to the co hnd -- was not 

no mmr b w  

ons were not nec~ssary! 



5.1 
From CPC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, 

Utrecht's statements (July 1994) revealed a "new" strategy to 

The auditors argue that these mounts were improperly redesignated 
from the Primary Committee to the Compliance Fund and 
therefore should be transferred back to the Primary and included 
as assets of the h a y  Commitee. 

5.2 
From CPC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 39 & 40: 

Utrecht stated auditors had wrong perspective -- no "re"besigmtion was n v .  

This position is incorrect for numerous reasons set out more fully 
below, including the following: fuse, under 11 C.F.R. 
'ilQ.l(b)(2)(9, over S2,444,557 of these contributions were in 
fact contributions to the Compliance Fund md no redesignation was 
necessary.. . . 

5.3 
From CPC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 40: 

Utrecht argued the contributions belonged in the general election's Compliance fund. 

. . . [A] contribution not designated in writing is considered a 
contribution for the next election after the 
contribution is made. Thus, contributions received after the date 
of the primary or nominating convention, as applicable, are 
considered for the general election. 

5.4 
properly designated to the primary and therefore are not primary contributions. 
From C X ' s  Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 40: 

Utrecbi argued the contributions the auditors considered redesignated were not 

The auditors focused here on whether these contributions were 
properly redesignated to the Compliance Fund, but, 
in fact, in order to have been considered primary contributions in 
the fmt instance, the regulations quired  that they be 
designated in writing for the primary. Very few of them 
were so designated. 

5.5 The bold typeface shown in items 5.3 and 5.4 above ane Utrecht's original bold 
in CPC's Interim Audit Response, emphaskiig that the contributions "legally" belong to the 
ClintonlGore Compliance fund (the only "next election" possible) because they were not properly 
"designated in writing" for the primary just ended. She m&es the case that Wdesignations 
are not necessary if the contributions were not properly designated to begin with. 



5.6 
to law. From FEC Open Meeting Tmscript, Tab 27, page 78: 

Republican Commissioner Potter would later say that this argument was contrary 

The argument is that our regulations say that if you get money 
after the date of one election, if it is not designated, it 
is presumed to be for the next election. That regulation 
obviously applies to House and Senate committees. 

5.7 
Commissioners would see her view of the arguments -- which they did, especially re 
“designated in writing” requirement -- the C X  would avoid h U  repayment and the money 
transferred to the Compliance fund would remain there. (Refer to Democratic 
‘Reasons’, Tab 21, Doc AB and FIX Open Meeting Tranxript, Tab 27.) 

As a former staff lawyer at the FEC, W m h t  muSt have known if the three Democratic 
g the 
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contributions as 
statertents were 

it would have refbted Wtrecht's unew* mategy. 

Utmht's explanation for the existence of 38, 
statements - documents which the CPC bad ~ h i n e d  near\y two 
years earlier but which could now shoot holes through the *new' 
svategy -- was to 
staee to the FEC auditors that the CPC's vendor which ppocessed its 
the contributions obtained the redesignation smmaa. 

Wtrecht coolly blamed an innocent vendor for the C X  d o n .  
She stated the vendor, the Andersons' farm. obtained the 'unnecessa~y'' 
documents without the knowledge of the CPC's staff an8 for the 
financial incentive ~ t i p ~ h t d  in the Wersons' contract (which, she 
added had bem negotiated not by her but by the CPC's original counsel). 

The-er. the F K  regarded the signed statements as "a mistake by a 
former vendor' and thus insiflicant in any official or 
-- cerrtainly not p m f  of the CPC's wrongdoing -- which they were. 
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6.1 
From CpC's fnterim Audit Response. Tab 23, Doc A, page 40: 

U m h t  claimed the CPC had nothing to do with the REdesignatiopls. 

The auditors focused here on whether these contributions were 
properly designated to the Compliance Fund, but, 
in fact, in order eo have been considered primary contributions in 
the first instance, the regulations z q u i d  that they be 
designated in writing for the primary. Very few of them 
were so designated. The Committee's vendor who processed these 
contributions mated them as "miesignations" even though they 
were not. That vendor's contract had been negotiated early in the 
campaign by the Committee's original counsel and included an 
incentive for the vendor to treat contributions as though 
additional documentation or affidavit was necessary. Under the 
contract, the vendor meived an additional amount per 
contribution for which additionid documentation or affidavit was 
obtained. The Committee staff did not see these contributions 
until well after t k  election, twt relied solely on the vendor's 
expertise to handle the contributions appropriately. 

6.2 After falsely blaming the Andersons for obtaining them, the CPC boldly stated 
that the redesignation statements were proof the contributor wanted the contribution 
to go to the Compliance fund. From CpC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 41: 

In those instances where they were not totally superfluous the 
'designations' sought and obtained by the Committee's 
vendor merely serve as confurnation that the contributors intended 
these contributions to be made to the Compliance Fund since there 
may have been some ambiguity in the way in which the checks were 
made out or in the unsigned cards that were attached to the checks. 

6.3 
of the redesignation statements. From CIpc's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 41: 

Throughout her Response, Utrecht disassociates the CPC from the true origin and purpo~e 

The 'designations' obtained by the Committee's vendor, although 
redesignation was a misnomer, serve as documentation of the 
contributors' intent to make contributions to the Compliance Fund. 

6.4 
by a former vendor" (FEC General Counsel's Opinion, Tab 21, Doc A, bottom page 158). 

6.5 From FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, Page 90, comment by FEC General 
Counsel Lawrence Noble: 

Utrecht's false, harsh statements turned the designation statements into "a mistake 

Yes, but if their [the Clpc] seeking a redesignation is to mean 
anything, and the Committee [CPCI claims it was a mistake, but if it 
is not looked at as a mistake, then what it shows is that they [CPC] 
fmt recognized these as primary contributions, and then as Com. Aikens 
says, the regulation comes into play and says that they cannot 
redesignate these as long as they have debt. 

Andason Repoat- T n b t -  DoQIIM(lt.ry With Referewes - Page 16 d 111 - 
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7.1 Utrecht's new arguments completely ignored, we= contrary to, the 
fact that months earlier the C X  had thanked 55,000 for thew primary 
contribution -- the very contributions she was now arguing we= NOT p r h q  contributions. 
Her new arguments also ignored the fact that in the same letter, the C X  requested 
that the contributor sign over the primary contribution eo the Compliance fund. In her 
new arguments, Utrecht was stating that the contributions, kimg undesignated, belonged in 
the Compliance fund straight away and that designation statements were umecessa~y. The 
CPC's affimnatiwe act of seeking and obtaining the redesignation statements was in 
and of itself evidence to refute Umht 's  new arguments. (Sample letter Tab 4, Doc E) 

7.2 
statements and rerum& them to the C K ' s  Little Pcock headquarters and the fact that 
the CPC then used the statements as the basis for making $2,444,557 in transfers to 
the Compliance fund -- and you have the corker. 

7.3 
actions unwaaranted and its contributors too stupid to bow whar they were doing by 
responding to the CPC's q u e s t ,  the s i p 4  redesignation statement provided 
"designated in writing" evidence that the donor's original intent was to contribute to the 
primary. It was only after b e i  re~plestd  by the CPC t~ &I so, did the 
contributor sign over the primary contribution to the Comphoce fund. (Actual 
signed statement Tab 4, Doc F; complete set used as basis for transfer in Tab 6) 

7.4 
"ncw arguments" unless the CPC's past affirmative actions of =king and obtaining the 
statements could be covered up. And, most importantly, she had to somehow obscufc the 
fact that the contributor-signed documents were, in fact, the "designated in writing" 
proof that her new arguments claimed did not exist. 

7.5 Utrecht accomplished this by giving the F%C false information about the 
ongin of the redesignation statements. Mer intent must have been to discredit the validity 
of the designation statements by discrediting the 'why and how' they came into existence. 
She covered up the relationship between the batches of redesignation statements and the 
transfers by withholding relevant documents from the auditon and claiming the transfers 
were based on an "analysis" the CPC had made after the fact. 

Add the fact that 38,000 of the contributors signed the 

If that were not enough, unless the C X  was ready to call its own 

Utrecha must have known that the Democratic Commissioners could not support her 
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Utncht had cove& up the CPC's respons 
andobtaining the rtdesigaatiw statements 
firm. HQW did she plain to oovemp 
made from the C X ' s  Banlcaccount tothe Corn 
bank ~ C C O ~ ~ O  for $1.4 m o a  was based on 15 
reaesignatioil StateEnentS? 

Uuecht again made a completely 
the FEC that the CPC perfomad 
contributions the CPC received after Clint0 
but which were not submitted for matching 
how much could be pransfemd. She statad that the CPC could have 
transfed approximately 52.7 million and that accounted for the 
$2.4 million that was transfed. 

I 

fact that the 15 transfers 
fund's 
of signed 

e when she infonnea 

Utrccha made no mention of the 15 batches of ndwi 
statements that coprelated precisely with elm amounts of money 
transfed. 

The auditors apparently never saw the documents relating to 

the correlation of 15 transfers to redsignation statements with 
an inventive "analysis." 

ignation statements. Thus, Umht  covered up 
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8.1 Utrecht had to somehow account for the $2,444,557 that had been transferred 
to the Compliance fund and keep from the FEC the evidence hat there was a strict cornlation 
between the batches of redesignation statements and the 15 
a$$ed up to exactly $2,444.557. From the CPC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 41: 

transfers, iwih of which 

Of the contributions received after the date of inefigibility and 
not submitted for matching, more than $2,773,327 was neither 
clearly designated for the primary or primary debt nor accompanies 
by a signed written designation for the primary or primary debt. 
The Committee's analysis of these contributions is anached as 
Exhibit 3 to the General Committee m n s e .  These contributions 
were not, therefore, pairnary contributions because they did not 
meet the requirement of 11 C.F.R. 1 l0.1@)(4). T h i s  number 
accounts for the 32,444,557 transferred from the Primary Committee 
and the Suspense account to the Compliance Fund, and thus, these 
hnds  are not properly considered primary contxibutions 
redesignated to Coinpbce. 

8.2 Thus the CPC covered up and othenvise obscured from the FEC auditors 
the fact that it made 15 transfers of money each of which correlated exactly with a 
"batch" of designation statements; the SMIXI of individual statements within each batch 
equals the exact amount transferred. The Anderson Report's factual references for the 
transfers the CPC made are in sections 3.0 through 3.10 and documents are in Tab 7. 

8.3 It is apparent that the auditors were never allowed to examine the original 
batches of redesignation statements, the files on the Compliance fund's computer 
maintained by Men Wegehoft, or any documents relating to Poc's data "reconciliation" 
project. POC summarized the data reconciliation project in two, 3-inch binders, a set of 
which was sent to Utrecht in April 1993. (Reconciliation projject documents are in Tab 14.) 
Two of the original three sets still exist and they are currently in the possession of the 
Andersons. 

8.4 The correlation between the transferred amounts and batches of redesignation 
statements is not mentioned or referred to in any FEC audit documents, yet substantial 
documentation and proof exists, much of it presented in this Report, that there 
is a strict correlation. A complete copy of the fmt "batch" of redesignation 
statements used by the CPC to make a transfer also exists and is included in this Report 
(Tab 6). There can be no doubt that the transfers were made based on redesignation 
statements and not on the "analysis" referred to by Uuecht. 

- Andason Report - Tab 2 - Doarmaatary With Referenas - Page 20 of 111 
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9.1 After an examination of Wtrecht's harsh and defamatory statements about 
the Andeersons, which the mditors repeaped thrwghout the final audit repon, it becomes 
obvious that these statements were concocted solely to portray the PIOdemns and their 
f m ,  Pee, to the FEC as highly unethical and incompetent. Neither the FEC nor readers 
of the Final Audit Report (a document which has the appsmnce of containing, at the very 
least, thoughtful and f a c m  fmdings) would have no way of knowing, or even suspecting, 
that the Clinton Primary Committee's gratuitously harsh and defamatory statements were 
simply an element in their scheme to keep some $3 million it was not entitled to. 

Utrecht led the FEC to believe, and had to make it plausible for it to believe, that the 
Andersons were capable of initiating and executing a massive, * s u ~ ~ ~ ~ u o u s , "  project of 
sending a letter to 55,000 contributors, sign the letter with a facsimile of Bill 
Clinton's Signature, and receive and process the 38,080 signed statements that were 
returned -- all WITHOWT the CPC's knowledge -- with the motive of increased fees. 

But the Andersons, in addition PO having absolutely no responsibility for the seeking or 
obtaining of the designation statements, perfomed their responsibilities superbly for 
the CPC as shown in the discussion and documents in Tabs 8, 10, and 11. Pat 
Anderson was warmly and operrly praised by Christine Varney, the CPC's second general 
counsel, for POC's excellent services at the office of Hogan and Hartson on September 24, 
I992 (Utrecht, Yates, Keeley Ardman, and Patty Reilly also In attendance). 

Keeley Ardman was POC's d i t  supervisor in Little Rock Headquarters and was also 
head of the CPC's compliance reports. Patty Reilly is an attorney and augmented 
Ardman's effort in compliance related matters. Both were dso involved with the Audit. 

9.2 Contrary to Utrecht's false chamctelizatiorn that the Andemns prfomed 
unnecessary services just to increase their fees, the Andersons were not greedy. They 
carefully itemized each invoice and charged the CPC according to its fee schedule. 
The contract and invoices in Tab 25 Mr this out. Not only were the Andersons not 
greedy, they were very generous. As discussed in Tab 5, due to high volume, the 
Andersons, at their awn initiative, lowed fees to the CPC, saving the CPC 
more than 5130,000. 

9.3 The following false and defamatory statement by Lyn Utmht, made in the 
CPC's Interim Audit Response (Tab 23, page 2 and discussion in Tab 8), makes the 
Andersons appear irresponsible: 

. . . mhese misstatements were essentially due to errors by 
one of the Committee's computer vendors who failed to 
reconcile her records to the accounting data and bank 
reconciliation provided to her by the Committee's accounting 
depamnent. 

The CPC never gave Pat Anderson accounting data and bank reconciliations to wlaich to 
reconcile at any time during 1992 and the FEC auditors were never allowed to examine 
Andersons' extensive records. 



9.4 
Report, Tab 28, boaom page 9: 

TIE F W  auditors wen rrot given any mxmk either. From FEC F i  Audit 

Tire Committee did not maintain wo 
reconciliations or other records which demonstrated how the 
amounts contained on its disclosure reports were prepared. 
Absent such informalion, the Audit &was not able to 
identify the reamns for the misstatements described above. 

Although the Audit 
bank reconciliations during the pre-audit inventory and 
during fieldwork, none was provided which related to the 
original nqmts fded with the Commission. 

itnad quwd all wo 

The Report's documents concentfated in Tabs 4 tlmugh 14, are samples of wo 
and other m r d s  the FEC wanted to examine but were never given the apparm 
Ttae FEC auditors had to request Qocumernts directly from the CPC and the auditors 
never saw any of Pat Andersans' records. But the CPC, who began paying storage on 
the workpapers and documents in July 1993, must have known about them (Tab 8. Dm NN 
and 0Cl)- An inventory of the documents, which itemizes 16 notebooks for 
"compLiance,* is in Tab 24, back of Doc aA.1) 

9.5 
prepared dl the contributor data, Utnecht made another false and defamatory 
statement. From CPC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, Doc A, page 3; discussion Tab 8: 

rs 

Even though the auditors wece satisfied with the amendments, for which WX: 

The Commiteee further notes that many of the errors occurred 
during lune, July and August of 1992. During this period, the 
Committee experienced significant difficulties with the 
vendor preparing the primary Committee's teports. 

9.6 The following false and defamatory statement a 
explanation for use of a Little Rock computer, an issue 
From Attachment 5 ,  FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 122: 

as part of the CK's  
poc was not involved. 

Data necessary for prepantion of amendments cmxssuy to 
debt schedules originally pnpared by Poc coveting inception 
through March, 1993 has been reconswcoed by the Committee. 
Amended reports were prepared and filed. 

Amazing. The CPC used "Poc" a@ as a scapegoat -- thif time as the excuse for 
buying a computer. Documents in Tab 9 show that POC 
frnt months of the campaign in putting its data in a format 
Beginning May 1992, the CPC produced its own schedules entirely indepndeat of WX, 
often sending the schedules to the FEC directly from Little Rock. To blame POC for the 
De&s and Obligations data is tudicmus on another count; PCM: simply never bad in its 
possession the source documents which reflected the C X ' s  debts or obligations. POC 
couldn't have possibly plrt together the debts and obligations schedules - but tbe FlEc 
auditors didn't know that. 

the CPC during the 
table to the FEC. 



9.7 
began in ’late 1992‘ to rely upon its own staff for services PQC was providing. 
From Attachment 5 ,  FEC Fioal Audie Raport, Tab 28, bottom 

The following statement misleads ahe FIX! into thinkiag the C X  

122 

During late 1992 and early 1993, the Committee began the 
difficult task of moving the POC maintained data to Committee 
computer in Arkansas. 

The CPC did not begin to pull away from POC in late 1 9 2  (except to get a copy of POC’s 
main database to merge with a political database); the C X  did not receive its final copy 
of the contributor and other financial data fmm Poc until December 1993. p(9c led the way 
in helping the Little Rock accounting department gets its data balamed and prepared the 
amendments which Lyn Utncht filed from her offices in July 1993. POC filed the C K ’ S  
compliance reports for the 3rd quarter Bf 1993. Documents in Tab 10. 

9.8 
funds capabiities; here Utrecht is trying to make the case that the CPC m1d have 
received more matching funds if only its vendor qpo&) hadn’t p 
so slowly. From CPC’s Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, page 42: 

zhe following misleading statement gives a negative impression of POC’s matching 

the contributions 

Second, this method resuits in unf;duness to a candjidate who 
processes contributions more slowly. For example, if 
contributions m i v e d  during one  lon nth are not p- 
fast enough to be included [in] the submission at the 
beginning of the following montk, then there can be a two 
month delay in receiving the funds. 

Additional information about this misleading and defamatory statement io  in Tab 11. 
Documents there show that POC kept up with the p m s i n g  of conttibbutions for matching 
funds and processed contributions as received from Litle Rock. The )pot report ,>marked 
Document G shows that all contributions received during the month of May, inchding 
right through the last day of the mtanth, were submitted for matching on the June 1 
submission. Note that May 29th was a Friday and May 30th a Saturday. That matching 

deluge began in June. The matching fund report submitted in July 
June contributions was paid at the end of July, two weeks after Ciinton had entend 
the period of ineligibility. Thus. POC was absolutely current for all possible matching 
funds payments paid by the FEC prior to Clinton’s period of ineligibiity. 

The Andenons include reports and deposit information that show that Wir processing 
of contributions was very fast and, prior to Clinton’s perid of inehgibiity. kept 
up with submitting contributions for matching -- sometimes as quickly as the Same day 
the contribution was deposited in the bank. llte CPC dw benefitted from POC’s high 
accuracy ratings. lpoc was especially innovative, aggressive, and timely in its 
processing of affidavits, a mmarkable and emr-free facet of the matching funds 
submissions which alone added $1,477,506 to the total matching fiands paid to the CBC 
that it otherwise would not have received payment for. 

funds report was paid by the FEC near the end of the month of Jun n 
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9.9 
Andemas and her statements defending the actions of the other cornittee vendors; 
for example, from CpC's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, page 7: 

There is a glariog contrast between Utrecht's dlefarnatory Satenments about the 

For instance, the Audit staff has included in its d y s i s  of 
exensions of credit, situations involving Otrvious cbrid 
and bookkeqiig mistakes which were -ed by the 
Committee and vendor prior to Commission action. To penake 
the Committee for reaifymg administrative aurd cleriml 
errors, penalizes the Committee for m a b g  a good faith 
effort to voluntarily comply with the law and accordingly 
undermines one of the basic tenets of federal e l d o n  law. . . . 

It is worth noting that though the FEC auditors complained about certain "misstatements" and 

amendments (p by p"o@). The FEC auditors were not. a& did not, 
recommendations or even suggest a fine or the like, €or my matters relating to the "misstatements" 
or the ikmizasion emrs. Nevertheless, Utpecht ma& harsh, defamatory statements about the 
CPC vendor. 

C e d  i ~ ~ O Q  erron. they C h d y  md the h f 0 d Q n  ha0 been C o d  hl h 
any lepaymene 

.. 

Again, U m h t  defends other CPC vendors, from CpG's Interim Audit Response, Tab 23, page 8: 

XR several instances, the vendors ~ ~ v e ~ ~ ~ y  made 
bookkeeping e m n  in the b f i g  process. . . . Inadvertent 
bookkeeping e m r s  are unavoidable in the operation of any 
business and, therefore, are within the normal and ordinary 
course of business. Moreover, in each instance, the attached 
affidavits demonstrate that the vendors clearly intended to 
comply with the law by providing evidence of a signed 
contract. or reasonable explanations such as obvious 
apoOkkeeping emrs, later discovered and immPneaDiately 
rectified. Most importandy, the vendow and Committee 
rectifed these emn as soon as eliscoved. To penalize 
vendors and the Committee where inadvertent mistakes were 
made and immediately mxtifkd upon discovery w d d  Seaiously 
undermine the Commission's mission to encourage votun 
compliance. In fact, it would discourage e e s  from 
mifying innocent errors. 

9.10 
auditon reminded the CPC it was still responsible. From F W  Final Audit Report, 
Tab 28. boaom page 10: 

h cunmst to 9.9 above, Utrecht h so much criticism on PBC t h e  the 

lneslpective of such vendor problems, the Committee itself, 
and its treasurer, have the responsibility of complying with 
2 W.S.C. 434@)(3)(A) and 11 CFX 104.3(a)(4). 



Tbe answer: h l u t e l y !  
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10.1 

seeking and obtaining over 38,000 
that the contributions in question were not prop 
first instance," the CPC could not afford for an 
treated the conuibutions as propcrly designated primary contributions and had itself 
asked the contributor to R E k s i p t e  the contribution 40 C o m p b e .  

The following are excerpts from various documents which indicate that Utresht's false 
statements were interpreted by those at the FEC as U W h t  intended: 

10.2 The auditors repeated U 
the redesignation statements were o 
page 87: 

The intent of PJtrecht's most egqims false statern&nt must 
mislesd the Fu= into thinking that 

ompletely fdse version of "by whom and why" 
. From FEC P i  Audit rt, Tab 28, bonom 

The Committee states that 
the vendor who [sic] p 
Without &e Committeeq5 
that due to provisions in 
stood to gain by sen 

10.3 
From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, banom page 158: 

The FIX'S general counsel srated his understanding in his opinion. 

The Primary Committee contends that the redesignations were 
performed by mistake by a former vendor. 

Note that the above comment puts together the blame and POC. POC was the only vendor 
whose relationship with the CPC (it was announced in Attachent 5 ,  F i  Audit Weport) 
would be terminated, hence the use of the E%C general counsel's use of the word "former" 
in referring to the vendor, that is P W .  

10.4 From a comment by Mr. Joe Stoltz (FEC Audit Division) during the Commission 
meeting. From the FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 34: 

. . . [Alnd that therefore, the redesigdons we= 
unn- to transfer these amounts, and were a mix-up of 
some wrt with the Committee's computer vendor and should not 
have been sent to begin with. 





11.0 

Uueeht’s deftly turn& written 
Committee‘s w ~ o n g ~ ~ i n ~  into 

Blaming the vedor for 
statements by “mistake, 
contributions in question 
argument that the horrat i c  (3 
3-3 comnaissioner vote a~owtxi  ti^ CPC to reduce by A 1 y  
$ 3 , ~ , 0 0 0  h e  amount it had to repay the U.S. Treasury. 

e 



.+. .: 
'1 
' 

11.1 
indicates that bad the f.w3 known that the redesignations were Q O ~  a ,the 
appkable ~ ~ g ~ l a t i o ~  would force the CPC's fuU r e p p e n t  and a reversal of the 
traders to the Compliance fund. From FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, 
Page 90, emphasis added: 

The following comment by Lawrence Noble, gemd CoUIlsel at &e FEC, 

Yes, but if the seeking of a d e s i o d o n  is to m w  
anything, and the Cornminee claims it was a mistake, but 
if it is not looked at as B mistake, then what it shows 
is that they [the primary C ~ ~ ~ i t t e e ]  f i  pecoffnized these 
as primary contributions, and then as ~ u b l i c a n ]  C m .  Aikexis 
says, the regulation comes into play md says that they cannot 
redesignate these as long as they had debt. 

11.2 
close to a d e f ~ g  moment regarding the redesignations but caught hionself and backed off. 
The dialogue is quoted below, beginning with Commissioner Thomas 
FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 92: 

The following dialogue shows where Democratic Commissioner a m a s  came 

Commissioner Thomas: Joe. aren't all the mollies that are at 
issue that were moved over to GEJLAC in fact redesignated? 

Mr. Stoltz: They are, assuming that the redesignation was 
permissible, however, if it is assumed they were primary 
[contributions] to begin with and required a designation, 
then I think !3003.3 comes into play, and the redesignaton 
wouldn't have been permissible to start with. 

Commissioner Thomas: If. 

Mr. Stoltz: If. 

11.3 
$4 million in overpaid matching funds. Due to other factors hn the audit. the repayment 
of matching funds alone would have been more than $3,OOO,ooO if the CFC had not beea 
able to pull off its scheme of declaring primary contributions MOT primary contributions, 
beginning on the arbitrary date of August 6,1992. Central to the successful scheme was 
the CpC's ability to place the responsibility of the &sign;atisn statements on 
the Andersons and thus Ut-t's false statements turned &e CPC's p m f  of 
wrongdoing into a "mistake by a former vendor." (Tab 21, Doc A, Mom page 158) 

The CPC was ultimately q u i &  eo repay only $1,072,344 ofthe nearly 
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112.1 
violate e la ion  law? 

Did the FEX: Commissioners' 3-3 vote allow 1992 C h m  Commiaees to 

Yes, stat& the FEC's auditors -- reference Tab 28, pages 82-95 of FE6 F d  Audit 
of the Clinton Committee and Tab 27, phe FEC Open Meeting T d p .  

the RX's general caulasel and legal staff, in an opinion 
the ep@ - reference to Tab 21, Doc A, bottom 

e aucpit 

Tab 27, FEC Open 

Yes, stated the FEC's general cwasel and legial aaff, in an 
findings for the Clinton/Gore '92 Compliance and general e 
21, Doc B, bottom pages 119-122. 

Clinton for President Committee f i  audit outcome - refexewe Tab 21, Doc C. 

g Traascript. 

Tab 

Yes, stated the Republican Commissioners in tbei 'Statement of ns"regadingthe 

Yes, stated the co~cerned citizens who Ned Mull 4192 - ~ference Tab 22, Doc A. 

Yes. stated the FEc's General Counsel and legal staff, in an opinion 
when they found the CPC violated two election laws -- reference Tab 21, Doc D, page 
16 and 118. 

g Muw 4182, 

Yes, stated the kpubkan Cornmisioners in Wi "Statement of Reasons" regadhg thew 
vote on MUR 4192 -- reference Tab 21. Doc E. 

Yes, stated the interested citizens' group which filed wit 
enforce the election hws -- reference Tab 22, Boc B, U.S. District Court Case 1:95CVQ1923. 

Yes, stated various a d y s t s  and commentators in the election and lobbying community - 
reference Tab 2 1, Doc F and all G's. 

12.2 
Committee to violate election hws -- ratber the concept of public f-ing of presidential 
elections was "furthered." 

The Commmissioners' 3-3 tie vote did not allow the 1992 Clinton Primary 

So stated the Democratic Commissioners in thei "Statement of Reasons" regmiing the 
Clinton for Pnisidenr Committee fulal audit outcome -- refemce Tab 21, E)oc AA. 

So swed the Democratic Commissioners in hii "Statement of Reasoas' regarding tbeir 
vote on MUR 4192 - referpnce Tab 21, Doc BB. 
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U.1 
in a 3-3 vote that signified the Clinton scheme to defraud 
had succeeded), Utrecht d e d  for a meeting with Bill an 
held in POC offices on January 25, 1995. Note, at the time of the m 
were still unaware Utrecht had made outrageous false statements to t 
services. And, the Andersons did not know that the CPC had advised the FEC months 
earlier that the relationship between the. CPC and POC would be teepmimaated as man as 
possible. 

U.2 In fact, the Andersons had been asked in September 1994 by Marsha Scott 
and Mark Middleton, top White House aides. to submit proposals for Poc to compile a large 
database for the White House -- one that wwld be used as the initial fundraisiiog mol for 
President Clinton‘s 1996 reelection campaign. (Details of the White House Connection in 
Tab 16.) Scott and Middleton stated to Pat Anderson what a g d  job POc had done for the 
CPC during 1992. They stated to Pat Anderson at a meeting at the 
September 13, 1994, that they would Like to see Poc do some mo!e 
1996. Scott m g e d  for Pat Anderson to talk to Erich \laden at the White House, which she 
did, and also asked PQC, on several occasions during the fall of 1995, to submit 
information and cost estimates for 1poc’s services for the 1996 reelecrion to the White 
House. Because of the solicitous actions of two W t e  House aides, it is easy to 
understand why the Andersons were not ppepated for what was about to happen at the. meeting 
with Utrecht. 

Shody after the Commission m&g on December 15, 1994, (which lw~ l ted  

work for Clinton in 

13.3 
Andersons to destroy the computer files of the Clinton campa@. n e y  were bstructed to 
deposit everything they had in their possession that related to the 1992 campaign and 
deposit it in the storeroom, which already held most of the records the Andersons had 
generated during the 1992 Clinton campaign. Utsecht stated h t l y  the relationship 
between the CPC and the Andersons would be terminated as soon as Men Wegehofi completed 
certain of his data conversions. The Andersons were told they would be asked to sign a 
certification that they had complied with the instructions. The Andersons were stunned. 
In the hours after Utmht, Yates, and Wegehoft left POC’s offices, the Andersons couldn’t 
see how Utrecht was aware that Scott and Middleton had been praising POC and asking for 
proposals for future work while she was firing the Andersons. 

13.4 Pat Anderson, who had worked very closely with Middleton thrwghout the 
1992 campaign, remained confdent that Scott and Middleton’s requests had been sincere and 
that they wanted POC to participate in the 1996 reelection campaign. Ignoxing Utrecht’s 
fUing, Pat Anderson, who had heretofore submitted information to the White House only at 
the q u e s t  of Scott or Middleton, now decided to send to Scott and Middleton a full-blown 
proposal for the 1996 reelection campaign. Bill Anderson, in the meanhe, decided to 
learn more about the f d  audit outcome and requested a copy of the Clinton committees’ 
final audit repons from the FEC. 

Utrecht, with Yates and Wegehoft silently looking on, instmcted the 



US 
hs&u&ons to FOC (from Tab 24, Doc AA. 1) and Stating: 

Anderson also wrnte a letter to Utrecht on Febnrary 6 ,1  g Uenecht's 

We have never been called upon during our 17 years in 
business to destroy the total of a customer's files. 

W.6 
which states. among other things: 

U w h t  responded with her own letter dated Februahy 16 (from Tab 24. Doc BB) 

You will notify us just prior to the deletion of the last set 
of files, and we wiU (e&r payment to you in full. Upon 
deletion of the f d  fdes, you will sign a certification 
that you no Ionger have any copies of Clinton for 
data or records in any media or format. 

I ibm giving you these inmctions as counsel ta the 
Committee, and instructing YOU h t  no OM else have 
[sic] the authority to do so. As a Committee vendor, 
you do not have the auehotity to discuss the Comrmiaae's 
records with anyone else or allow the documents to be 
accessed by anyone else. 
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14.1 

Audit Report xegadhg "misstatements" and "itemhation" e m s  only. 

The Andersons were very upset but believed that their excellent job in 19% would speak 
louder than Utrecht's grahlicus remarks and made by her for unfathomable reasons. The 
Andenons thought that those issues could be, and would be, resolved. n u s ,  the Anckrsons, 

to 
Marsha Scoip at the White Mouse, dated February 23. 1995. Xefer to Tab 16. 

14.2 
of the f d  audit report, including the 
funds payments, the last section in the audit report, that the Andemm realized they had 
been used by the CPC as its scapegoat -- blamed for obtaining 38,000 redesignations that the 
CPC, itself, had obtained. It was at that point that the Andersons M ~ & S S ~ W ~  that the 
smears against them at the begiMing of the audit report were part of a larger plan and that 
they had a major problem. Utrecht never contacted the Andersons again. As for Marsha 
Scott, her requests for proposals and information for the White House to consider for the 
1996 reelection also stopped. But information in the February pmposal, the final in a 
series of solicited proposals, was quoted by Umht 's  attomy in legal documts m o n h  later. 

By the time the Andersoas m x i v d  Utrtcht's l e t ,  they had read about 
the false and harshly ory mtmellts the CPC made almlt tbeLll in the F I X ' S  Final 

still unaware they had been used as a scapegoat, submitted an unsolicited p 

It wasn't until days later, when the Andemns took time to study the rest 
section that had to Bo with excessive matching 

14.3 
Utrecht's scheme it shows that the f i t  business the Andemns lost due to Utrecht's 
false statements was the 1996 CLintodGore reelection campaign. 

The second business the Andersons lost after Utrecht's false statements were published was 
the account of Vice President Gore. He had been a client of pM3's since 11983 when he 
first ran for the Senate. POC provided computer, software, and lpersonnel support for his 
1988 presidential primary campaign. After his 1990 reelection to the Senate, POC 
successfully competed to retain his account, undergoing months and months of rigorous scrutiny. 
Nevertheless, shortly after the Andersons filed suit, Gore pulled his &abase from POC. 
(More information in Tab 20, Doc C and E.) 

The Andersans conclude that, if Scott and Middleton were not in on 

14.4 Letters, memo's, and reprints of axlicles in Tab 20 reflect POC's overall 
good standing in the federal election community before Uuecht's fake statements. 

Speaking generally, to state that a vendor obtained 38,000 of anything w i h t  the 
knowledge of the client is very damaging and would reflect a highly unprofessiod image 
of the vendor. To state that what the vendor obtainsd was "superfluaus" aad performed 
only to increase its fees, adds a degree of unethical behavior and greediaw from which 
it would be very difficult to recover. Add to that damage, another st% of ddamatory 
comments ahat reflect very 
the vendor is automaticaUy 
the Andersons and their ve 
Utrecht's false, haush, and defamatory remarks we 
official, truthful looking, audit reports which are di 
election community. 

14.5 
famous clients, for whom they did their best work, came to a shocking, sad, and ab* end. 

And thus, the AnderscPns' relationship with Bresident Clinton aod VP Gore, their most 

- AaQrrOnRelport-TabZ- WitbRdanCs- 



15.0 

Contrary to UtmA~t’s statements, the Andersom 
cp(: enjoyed a very good relationship. 



, -  

15.1 
as which time she explained Poc's experience in matt 
and offered POC's services. She received tW reply on 
Tab 8, Doc A): 

Pat Aoderson made a tekpho~ des eapt to 

Thank yw for contacting us g your interest in 
helping Governor Clinton in his presidential campaign. 

producrs and selvices. As we cletewiRe 
will keep your offer in mind. 

15.2 Weeks later, the CPC called on Po@ and the Andlersons for help. The 
CPC's original counsel. David Ifshin, wmte on November 13,1991 (from Tab 8, Doc B): 

After an M ~ S M U X S S ~ ~ ~  effort to assemble a capacity to do it 
in-bolpse, POC was f i y  given the gnmr light to p 

[AIS of phis bout, we have aot the 
documentatioo rlecessary to cc 
submission. . . . 

15.3 
in November 1991, the hdersons worked hard and enjoyed a warm, prof&sional  clarions ship 
with everyone on staff at the h e a d q w r s  in Little ]Rock. It was exciting aad fun. Tbe 
campaip beadquart&rs staff in Little Rack and POC in Washington pulled together as a 
"team." Pat Anderson wrote in a memo to the C x  on November 18,1992 
(from Tab 8. Doc C): 

From the moment POC and the Andersons stepped aboard the Clinron bandwagon 

I want to h n k  everyone in Little Rock for theit support 
and cooperation during lh is  past week. . . . 

After the matching funds' qualifving '.thmhdd" repon had bee0 submitted to thr: FEC, POC 
staff and the Andetsons received flowers with the following cote (from Tab 8, Doc E): 

'IBanlrs for the good job! You're terrific! 
David W W h  [campaign manager], Keeley lurd the CLiaton Campaign 

15.4 Pat Anderson informed the CPC on lDtxember 4,1991 (from Tab 11 Doc A): 

Ihe representative at the FIE, Ray Lis 
that had the mbmission not been well 
deal with (we had put 
binden and labeled cv 
the FEC, would not have been &le to approve 
in time for him b make his fm submission on 



Worn than Governor Clinton not W i g  able 
funds would have k+o not bving his same 
Danacratic caadidintes as having 
been the case if= hadn't bee 

pot's expa  and timely work gave Cbmn a boost gt a critical poliaical juncture. David 
Ifshin told Pat Anderson at a meeting shortly aker Clinton had k n  qualified by tbe F%K! to 
receive matching funds: "POC saved Bill Clinton's a--." 

15.5 Pot and the c x  COl&Med obeir good bY 
the tone and contents of a l l  correspondence flab 
working papers, samples of which are shown in Tabs 8 and 10. 

15.6 
regulations of the FEC. PQC and the Andersons, on behalf of ehe Clinton 
developed and maintained a good working nelationship with tke 1F"EC miff. 
wrote on November 18, 1992, (from Tab 8, h 0: 

es scribbled on 

POC was amhl, and considered it very import9nt, it0 follow tbe mles and 
ne, 

I believe that they [the II;lEc] are simcedy trying to maintain 
a helpful stance and as long as we are sensitive and FRsponsive 
PO their needs, the interests of the Clinton Committee will 
benefit greatly. 

15.7 
contributors to the Clinton campaign as well. The following excerpt from the November 11, 
1991, staff memo is just one example of how the ARdersons guided theii sraff to do a good 
job for, and k a good reflection on, Governor Clinton and his campaign (fmm Tab 8, Doc F): 

The Andersons developed and maintained a good zelationship with the 

"Procedure to Use in Calling Clinton Contributors' 

My name is '[state your] fm m e "  and I am with the computer 
company processing Gov. Clinton's gpesideatial contributions. 
In order to pmcess 'your contribution" I the. . . .  

[Allways say thank you - even if they am rude - 
never be nrde -- 

U.8 
directly sesponsible 
facility, communications. 
the contrihtions data, tRe " 
(iluding affidavits), prin 
Si Aaderson, the p 
details, too nunrerolls to list, we= expertly and rwtirnely p m  by the POC staff. 

Si Anrdemn, in addition to W i g  the overall on-site manager, was 



15.9 
worthen NatioLtal Beok in Li* F h k  and mt p 
along with dqosie slips (example in Tab 11, Doc B & C), to POC in Washington via 
overnight delivery. This system worked very well - no8 a single box was ever lost or 
late. Copies of contribution checks and wies of monthly 
comprised the documents routinely sent to POC. 

Tbe o v e d  pmcedure was that the CPC dsposited tbe money in 
ies of Iu connibuoisn 

statements 

15.10 Poc installed a tennid and laser printer with a high speed modem in 
Little Rock headqwters; this gave the Liale Rock staff a direct link to the contributor 
data OR POC’s computer. The link was used U, “view” contributor rec~rds. print reports, 
and input the expenditwe data. Except for copies of the CPC’s paymu checks, 
which POC input, copies of the expenditure checks written by the Clpc were never sent 
to Poc. 

15.11 
from Linle Rock. Ardman’s supervisor was 5avid Waths ,  the C K ’ s  qxmtions 
manager. 

U.12 Pat Anderson worked closely with Ardman and Fatty R e i y  - speaking to 
each of them several times a day. It was fmm Patty Reilly and Keeley Ardman chat Pat 
Anderson first learned of the CPC’s upcoming plans to send redesignation statements 
-- the project was expected to &gin right after POC p q a d  what would be the last 
matching funds repon, scheduled t~ be submitted to the FEC on September 1, 1992. 
(Discussion in Tab 4) 

15.W On September 24,1992, Pat Anderson was asked to meet with Christine 
Varney of Hogan and Hanson, C X  counsel between Ifshin and Utrecht, to k u s s  the 
upcoming audit and the CPC’s plans for filing a complete set of Fu: reports, referred to as 
amendments, that would supplant all previously fied reporr~ with “perfect data.” Also at 
the meeting were Lyyn Utrecht, introduced to Pat Anderson as the attorney in charge of the 
audit; Bartwa Yates. CPA fmm Little Rock who managed the CFC’s accounting 
department; and Keeley Andman and Patty R e i y .  Pat Anderson joined the group after they 
had finished a private l ~ ~ h e o ~  in the conference mom. As ]Pat Anderson sat down, 
Christine Vamey took a moment to warmly thank Pat and Bill, and theii staff at POC, for 
their very good work throughout the campaign. Everyone at the table nodded their head in 
agreement. Pat Anderson recalls it was a woaderhl day. 

Keelg  Ardman was in charge of the data entry of the expenditure data 





?- 
16.1 Several days after the friendly meeting at which Pat Anderson was warmly 
praised by Christine Varney, Anderson received a later from Vamey confiraning several 
manen discussed at the meeting. La addition, sbe asked Pat Andenon for a written 
explanation of why POC had obtained, what she called, "back dated" nedesighation 
statements, referring to the 76 overlimit designation statements that were unusable. 
Vamey also stated &a the primary reports must be amended; she stated the CPC 
staff would work with Poc's staff to amend the reports; she emphasized the urgency of 
completing the amendments and stated they must be completed by October 31, 1992. (Varney 
letter, Tab 24, Doc Q) 

16.2 
busiest person in the campaign -- in charge of every iegd aspect of both the Clinton 
primary and the ClintodGore '92 general e l d o n  committees. Why, after gking POC 
virtually every instruction verbally thn>ugh Adman or Wiy throughout the most cr i thl  
months of the campaign, would she all of a sudden take the time to write a two-page letter 
contiming relatively mundane things and ask for a written explaMtion of a minor incident, 
one that she must have known that Fat Anderson had already discussed with Patty Reilly? 

Pat Anderson was puzzled by the lerter. V m y ,  at that time, was the 

16.3 Vamey's lener and its future implications aside, Pat Anderson proceeded 
to write a memo of explanation about the "beck-dated" overh i t  ndesignation statements. 
A copy of the memo is in Tab 24, Doc R, and a complete discussion of what an "overhit" 
designation Statement is and what POC obtained that wasn't to the Liking of the 
CFC is in Tab 13. 

Briefly, ave rh i t  refers to the poriion of an individual's contribution that exceeds the 
$IO00 legal limit, i.e., over the limit. The FIX refers to the overlimit portion of 
contributions as "excessives." What matters about the overlimit or excessive portion of 
the contribution is that the primary CPC may not keep it. The amount over the $loo0 
limit must be either refunded or redesignated to the Compliance fund. 

16.4 By way of background, POC staff, under the supervision of pat Anderson, 
had made a continuous efforf to resolve contributions that were over the $loo0 limit and 
either mttribute the money to another donor (such as a spouse), refund it, or ask the 
contributor if they would like to redesignate the overlimit portion to the Compliance fund 
that would won be established. As each contributor was called, a notation was m& on the 
computer and a record of the conversation was noted on the telephone logs. 'Fhe Chton 
le@ department was months slower in establishing the Compliance fund than Pat Amkrson 
expeded. All of the contributors who had gone over the limit had been asked verbally by 
Pat Anderson to redesignate their overh i t  amount to the Compliance fund. When the 
Comphce  fund was f a y  established, h d m o n  pationaked that perhaps, if the 76 or 
so contributors affected by the passing of time redesignated their overlimit amouns 'as 
of the date they went over the Limit, the CPC could still use the redesignation for 
the Compliance fund. 

At any rate, Anderson proceeded on her 'as of date' assumption, an8 using the suggested 
text supplied by the CPC (Tab 13, Doc B & B.2), and o 
Anderson assembled them and prepared a CsmputeFiZed listing which was sent to Little Rock. 

the overlimit redeyignations. 



1; 

All of the affbbvits were reviewed by the CPC md a total of $62,365 was m s f e d  from the 
primary CPC to the Compliance on August I 1,1992, 
overlimit redesignations (list in Tab 13, Doc FF). Note, this was the only batch of overlimit 
designations transferred to Compliance that were obtained by Poc and/or Pat Anderson. 

As things progressed, and Andenon heard no comment abut the date, she thought it best to 
advise Patty Reilly of the date anomaly on 76 of the aedesignation statements. Patty 
Reilly hadn't noticed the dates but after checking on the matter, and came back to 
Anderson that it wasn't a good idea to use those affidavits -- she stated 
that point for those 76 overh i t  contributions was outside of the 60 day h i t  and 
refunds would have to be made. h t t y  stated that it might be a good idea to write 
sometiling to the file just in case there were ever any questions. Fat agreed; but there 
was no urgency about the memo and, with many other things to do, made a note to write the 
memo after things calmed down. Since the overlimit contributions were now part of the 
Compliance fund, it was from that fund that the 76 necessary refunds were made. 

Out of 169 overlimit redesignation statements POC obtained, 76 were unusable b u ~ e  of 
the 'as of  date anomaly. Note: only the overlimit portion of the 76 contributions were 
refunded, not the entire mount of the contributions. 

on Anderson's batch of 169 

16.5 
statements, also inferred that PQC's incentive in obtaining the 38,000 redesignation 
statements (actually ebbed by Little Rock) was f i c i a l ,  that Poc's unit charge for 
obtaining the 76 overlimit redesignation statements was $3.50 each. $266.00 is not 
exactly a financial incentive for POC considering the h e  involved to lallk to the 
contributor, generate and mail the affidavit to the contributor, process L upon its 
return, mark the computer, prepare a list, and talk to Little Rock about them. kid that 
was before they were determined to be unusable. Further, the fact that POC had already 
lowered its fees once and was about to do it again due to vety high volume, when the 
overlimit transfers were made, confirms it just doesn't make sense that POC would pump up 
its revenues by all of $266.00 by deliberately obtaining statements that turned out to be unusable. 

16.6 
Tab 24, Doc R: 

It is also worth stating, especially since ehe CPC, in its false 

The following are excerpts from Anderson's overlimit memo, full text is in 

1 would like to recount my actions and assumptions regarding 
POC's managemene [of the redesiprion of overb i t  
contributions], it wm at document what 
a ~ d  why things way they 

We have some telephone logs dated as early as March 19, 1992. 
where we discused overlimit conditions with the 
contriht[ors] and the option of geairng a rehad or 
redesignating the overwit amount to the 
compliarPce hnd that was to be setup. 

[wlhere the contributor wanw KO apply the overlimit mwnt 
to the upcoming legal and co~ngUance fund, we 
marked the computer. 



I told her prarney] that I thought (comedy) that most 
everyone we had talked to wonld return their %Pfi&vit 
designating the excess. 

I also re-stated in this letter the fact that they could 
request a refund if they wished; I prepared the designation 
statement with the amount to be redesignated already filled 
out; I quested the contributor to date the smzment as of 
the date of their last coneribution -- this is the date that 
made them "overknit" by whatever mount. 

It seemed p r f t S l y  reasonable tD me to do this. All Qf 
these people had been talked to before. 

In retrospect, I should have sought professional counsel on 
such factors as dating the designations of excessives and 
the interplay between that and the [date of the] G U C  fund 
opening. I am sorry that I did not. 

16.7 Anderson would state later (July 1993), in a memo to her busband (from Tab 24, Doc 2.2): 

I wrote the memo in such a way as to take on as much responsibility 
for it as possible -- clearly we acted on our own, as we have 
in so many ways throughout this campaign. 

16.8 Several days after the "overlimit" memo was sent to Fatty E i y ,  
another puzzling thing happened. Anderson recalls it was either Batty p le iy  or Keeley 
Adman that called her with Lyn Utrecht's instructions to send to Utrecht"s office in 
Washington, D. C., dl of the telephone logs referred to in Anderson's memo. Of all the 
things to wony about shortly before the November election. why would Utrecht want 
possession of telephone logs showing that POC staff had talked to contaibutors months 
earlier about the overlimit portion of their contributions? 

The logs were significant, however, to Pat Anderson. The logs were the ody documents 
that could clarify and substantiate what Anderson had stated in her "overlimit" memo. The 

of 
contributors about al l  sorts of things necessq to obtain accurate and up-to-date 
information so as to make the contributions acceptable and matchable. 

16.9 
early logs, as shown in Tab 13, Doc A. The logs were a nice reflection on POC's overall 
management and Lyn U m h t  never commented on the logs or why she wanted them in her 
possession. 

logs also demonstrated that POC staff mutine1y called and tallred to hu 

Pat Andenon sent most of the logs but retained for her records a few pages of 



17.0 

The Clinton Primary Cornmitree Usxi Pat Anderson's Overlimit Memo 
in US. District Court BS Proof of POC's 'Mi~takes." 



17.1 Pat Anderson’s written e x p h d o n  about the unusable overlimit 
redesignation statements was used two years later in legal documents filed in U.S. 
District Court, Washington, D.C., as ‘proof that POC aad the Andersons were making 
mistakes and that obtaining 38.000 redesignation statements (the Cpe had W y  
obtained) was one of them. 

17.2 Add that fact to Lyn UUehct’s action of ob%aining from POC, just days 
after Anderson wrote her explanatory memo, g o C ’ s  telephone logs, the only documents &at 
could prove that wtat Anderson stated in her memo was true, it is easy to understand that 
the Adersons began to view other Statements in Varney’s letter as unusual. 

In other words, Pat Anderson didn’t make much of it at the time, but given what has 
happened, it is Pat’s opinion that Varney’s letter suggests things that were not a m e  
reflection of what was going on. For example, Varney phrased her statemeats to sound Wre 
the Little Rock staff would help PQC clean up its data before firling the amendments, rather 
than the other way around, which was the necessity and reality of the situation. She pegged 
the filing deadline for the amendments on October 31, 1992, less than one month away. She 
must have known the contributions si& of the amendments, managed by lpoc, was the only data 
that could be ready to go by that date. Yet she made it look as though Poc was totally 
responsible for al l  the data, including; expenditures, thus e g  Poc up for missing a 
specified deadline, or worse, being the reason that amendments had to be fiied to begin 
with. 

Vamey must have known that prepamtion for filing the expenditure side of the amendments, 
which Yates and Utrecht managed in Little Rock, would go on for months and months, which 
it did. Their activity is demonstrated by ducuments and noks in Tab 8 and 10. 

17.3 
spirit of cooperation and goodwill that characterized the meeting ten days earlier. Gone 
was her tone of appreciation of POC. Surely al l  of POC’s g d w i l l  
work and high quality senices (and reduction of fees) was not absorbed by one incident 
where the CPC had to refund portions of 76 contributions that would have had to be 
refunded anyway. Nevertheless, V m y ’ s  h e r  was copied to no less than four people, 
including Lyn Utrecht. 

To the casual reader, the Varney’s letter might not seem the least bit out of line but 
this letter is the first indication that the CPC was iwrdiaately interned in the 
overiimit redesignations obtained by Poc for purposes other than a simple explanation for 
the “fdes.’ It appears to Pat Anderson that the CPC was already looking ahead to the day 
when it might have to assert that the Andersons were making mistakes and missing deadlines. 

The other puzzling thing about Christine Varney’s letter was that it was void of the 

by its hart! 





18.2 Firsr of all, rhe 169 ovdimit redesigauioas FOC ablaiaed were slternents authorizing 
the msfer  of only that portion of the contribution that exceeded the $loo0 limit. Iht 
38,O de&mtmn . statements the CPC obtakd reprcseated a redesignation of tbe 
entire amount of a given contribution. the cbcteristic5 of which were described on the 
face of the the miesignacion 5me3Iwat. 

183 seumdofau,bx;ru 
F a d c s i m ,  theFEcawws 
ocwr ar any tiam, even if the 
dcbtstopoy. Tplisisaottate 
obpained. T h e F E c a u d i t o r s ~ t h e 4  
as authorization to msfer the money to the ComplLaace fund for rhe rciuon thzt the 
CPC was co~urrentiy requesting matching funds to pay its de&+. Only the overlirnlt 
portion of excessive contributions may be legally transferred to a Cornpliaace fund while a 
committee has &&is. 

18.4 F i y ,  the 148 overlimit mksignatkms Poc repesmted a ropal 
of 562,365 of which all but $34,555 was refunded. Tbe 
to the o v e r h i t  redesignah saaaezlpwts obgintad by POC t&u rqrweoted $34,585. The 
CPC. on the other hand, obtained 38,ooO signed statements for a g d  totll of 
$2,444,557 and tbe FEC objected to every single one of &em. 

It was the FEC's objection t~ the 38,000 redesigpiation statements that LspW the 
CPC to falsely sale poc c&ained 
obtaining 38,080 "not pemissibk' 

had IK) qticstbs or objeaions 

a rapegoat for 
figured out amber way to 

92,844,557 in the Comphmce fund -- without uskg the si@ redesignation 
ts. 
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19.1 Just days before the November eIection, pat Anderson received a verbal 
request from Monica Breedlove, comwndence data manager in Little Rock, to send a copy 
of the contribueor database so it could be merged with other of Clinton's politid 
databases. (Note, this was not a request for the "official" campaign management for 
transfer of the verified data for contributions or expenditure data -- that didn't occur 
until December 1993.) 

19.2 This request was not puzzling. The Andersons, through the years, have 
frequently provided complete copies of databases to the client to use in merging with 
other databases. It did, however, present an opportunity to introduce to the CPC 
POC's other services, one of which was basic software support for political databases. So, 
Bill Anderson wrote a letter on October 28, 1992, to David Watkins about how good POC's 
software was and that it would be an excellent system for keeping a Clinton political 
database for the future (from Tab 24, Doc S): 

Not just for the inauguration, but on into the future, 
including 1996. 

19.3 The tone and content of Bill Anderson's letter does not reflect any of the 
"significant problems" that Lyn Utrecht was to state to the FEC auditors was the case with 
POC during the months of June, July, and August 1992. Bid Anderson's letter reflects no 
problems because the CPC never had any problems with POC. His letter is clearly not 
a letter written by someone who has anything to be apologetic about. Rather, the letter 
has the confident tone of a person secure that his comments will be received as credible 
because the association between the addressee and the writer has been a credible 
relationship, with lots of goodwill to call upon. Bill Anderson, at the time, was 
sincerely concerned about the future needs of a soon-to-be very important client -- one 
deserving of the very best available (from Tab 24, Doc S): 

YOU will forgive us for telling YOU that our SESSION 
software is the best there is. 

Anderson brags about the past strengths of POC's valuable software (which enabled POC to 
do such a good job of data management for the CPC). He is a vendor advocating the 
use of software so good that the FEC discovered not a single duplicate record out of more 
than 200,000 separate contributions submitted for matching. He can also boast that the 
FEC discovered not a single emr  where the same contribution was submitted twice for 
matching. He can boast that not a single affidavit was rejecctad by the FEC! except for one 
poor-quality photocopy (successfully resubmitted). 
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He can boast of POC's September 2, 1992, matching funds report to the FEC that was a 
record-breaking submission for a 30-day period. Included were 64,085 contributors, 
matching more than 80,000 separate contributions; the aeport itself was 5,342 pages long 
and requested a total of $2,825,181.16 with an acceptable grade of 99.6%. Anderson 
assumes Watkins would want software that enabled POC to do such a spectacular thing 
(from Tab 24, Doc S): 

This could include, for example, moving this system to Little 
Rock and selling it together with software, W g ,  suvport 
to whomever you choose. With all procedures, such as 
matching funds, FEC reports, multiple databases, etc. etc. 

Anderson writes confidently about POC's software because it has a proven record with David 
Watkins. Yes, Anderson is proud of the past and hopeful for future, but in the meantime: 

Pat and I are planning to come to Littie Rock for election 
night. We hope to have the chance of saying "hi" to you. 

With best wishes and continued good luck! 
Sincerely, William R. Anderson (from Tab 24, Doc S) 

19.4 
traveled to Little Rock just to be with the friends they had made during the campaign and share 
with them the historic event for which they had all worked so hard. Bill and Pat Anderson were 
terrifically proud; their client of 11 years, Senator Al Gore, would soon be the Vice President 
of the United States and their fifth presidential client, Bill Clinton, would soon be the 
President. 

Bill and Pat Anderson, after casting their presidential votes for Bill Clinton, 

19.5 Following the November election and inaugural celebrations, the Andersons 
and POC staff continued to work closely with Keeley Ardman, Patty Wiy, Laura Shachoy, 
and the accounting staff supervised by Barbara Yates. The task at hand was to do what was 
necessary to get every piece of data in the right place -- every p e ~ y  of money that came 
in and every pemy for which a check was written -- so the amendments could be prepared 
and filed. Further, Keeley Ardman and Patty reviewed every single expenditure to ensure 
that their original allocation was attributed to the correct state or fundmising category. 
It was a massive job for them to review every single thing. Examples of documents 
generated in this period and discussion of this effort are in Tab 10. 

POC decided to produce spread sheets that would reflect the m m t  data and greatly aid 
in the preparation of the amendments. To make sure each spread sheet was correct, PCK 
came up with its own version of bank reconciliations, that is, identilying and 
categorizing each entry. This was useful in helping the CPC's expenditure clean-up as 
well. POC was able to identify what the CPC had entered as voided checks but had 
cleared ehe bank as paid. POC identified the reverse condition as well (checks marked 
as outstanding that had really been voided). Everyone worked together. 

Contrary to other of Utrecht's statements to the FEC, the CPC never gave POC or Pat 
Anderson a balancing figure of any sort to put on the FEC reports. NEVER. 
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20.0 

POC begins its "reconciliation" project. 



.- . .  

. .  

20.1 
getting things in order, the Andersons began a project ohat became known as the data 
"reconciliation" project. A complete discussion of this project is in Tab 14. 

20.2 Briefly, the CPC, having requested 55,000 of its contributors to 
sign a designation form, received approximately 38,000 signed requests in its offsr~es in 
Little Rock. Processing the signed redesignation statements was managed in Little Rock by 
M e n  Wegehoft with the oversight of Barbara Yaees. The designation statements were 
assembled into batches and the sum of the statements in a batch was the amount transferred 
from the primary to the Compliance fund. Further, the Compliance fund established a 
database of &he redesignated contributions by entering the data on the face of each 
statement (contributor's name, address, and contribution amount, deposit date, check 
number, etc.) into its computer -- al l  done in Little Rock. 

20.3 "he redesignated contributions were originally primary campaign 
contributions and as such were already on POC's computer in Washington, D.C. The problem 
now existed that the same, identical contribution was on two computers at once. This 
posed an FEC compliance problem, as the same contribution cannot be attributed 
simultaneously to two different committees. This  pose$ a ~ecord keeping problem, as Pat 
Anderson pointed out in a letter to David Watkins on September 10, 1992. She stated the 
problem and offered a solution (from Tab 14, Doc A): 

Shortly after the election, and M part of the general review of data and 

Next, regarding the results of the effort to mttribute 
contributions to the general election compliance fund. We 
suggest that the records of those accepting this option be 
noted appropriately so that the Committee will have complete 
contributor data in one central file. We will do this for a 
very low cost if provided a list or tape of the contributions 
being shifted. In addition to the importance of complete 
individual data for m] compliance reasons, the file could 
be readily useful in case it is unexpectedly necessary to 
submit additional matching funds requests. 

In other words, Pat Anderson advised the CPC to let POC know which primary 
contributions were being "shifted" to the Compliance fund so POC could code its computer 
records to reflect which specific contributions had been "shifted" from the primary to the 
Compliance fund. In other words, 'reconcile' the data on the two computers. 



20.4 
CPC's f i t  "batch" transfer on September 30, 1992, the CPC sent Poc a copy of 
the entire batch of redesignation statements (shown in Tab 6 of the Complaint). POC staff 
summarily went through the batch, calling up on its computer the name on each signed 
statement. POC staff  then entered a one-character code on the POC computer next to the 
contribution that strictly corresponded with the contribution on the face of the redesignation 
statement. Thus, POC identified on its computer the contributions Little Rock 
had "shifted" to the Compliance fund. 

After the CPC's initial transfer on September 30, 1992, M e n  Wegehoft's group no 
longer sent to POC copies of the actual designation statements. Xather, Little Rock 
sent to POC computerized lists of the redesignated contributions, transfer by 
transfer, i.e., batch by batch. POC used ehe Compliance fund's computerized Lists in 
the m e  manner as the signed statements, that is, to mark the originan primary 
contribution record as being shifted to the Compliance fund. 

The f d  result was that the Compliance fund's data was "reconciled" with the POC data. 
Per her request, Lyn Utrecht was sent a set of the reconciled data report in May 1993. 
The Andersons cuerently have in their possession the other two sets of the reconciled 
data. 

The CPC followed Pat Anderson's advice. As documentation for the 

20.5 
redesignated contributions by batch, prepared and sent to PQC by Little Rock Compliance 
fund staff, are are contained in Tab 14. A summary of each transfer and the reconciliation 
results are provided in Tab 14, Doc C. A report from the POC computer which shows the 
codes used for the batches shifted is in Tab 14, Doc B. 

The fmt and last page of each computerized report which lists the 

20.6 
libel suit stated the reconciliation project was proof that POC obtained 38,000 
redesignation statements. 

The CPC and Utrecht, in their legal response to the Andersons' 

20.7 The Andersons don't understand how anyone could reach the conclusion that 
the data reconciliation project is p m f  that POC obtained the designation statements. 
In fact, it is surprising that the CPC's libel attorney even mentioned the 
reconciliation project. Of a l l  the documents in the Anderson Report, the 
reconciliation documents, reflecting the Compliance funds' own data entry of the data on 
the face of the redesignation statements is proof, indeed, that the CPC obtained the 
designation statements for which they blamed the Andersons. The fact that there is a 
strict correlation between the Compliance fund's computerized lim and the 15 transfers 
as shown on bank statements, reinforces the fact that the CPC itself made 15 
transfers of money based on batches of designation statements. 
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21.0 

As the audit progressed, the CPC’s unusual treatment of 
POc continued - P(x! was kept strictly away from the mc auditors. 
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21.1 
letter not to talk to anyone at the FIX; al l  communications had to be through the cIp@: 

As stated, POC had been given instructions in Varney’s October 3, 1992, 

. . . [Alll contact with the Federal Election Commission wiU 
be exclusively with the campaign. 

(from Tab 24, Doc Q) 

21.2 During the early part of the audit, the Fw= needed to ask Pat Anderson 
a technical question. Rather than talk directly to the FEC’s technicians as she had so 
many times during the campaign, Anderson now was instructed to go to the law office of 
Lyn Utrecht and, as Utrecht listened on the speaker phone, the FEC staff person asked 
the questions of Pat Anderson which she then answered. The “speaker phone” convenations 
we= the only contacts Pat Anderson, or anyone at POC, had with the FEC during the entire 
Clinton for President audit. 

21.3 
questioning POC about any invoices, began to be extremely slow and spastic about paying 
same. Bill Anderson, as shown in Tab 24, Doc T, V, and X, wrote several letters 
about getting paid. The CPC thus far had never questioned POC about its 
meticulously detailed invoices. And now, the CPC did not offer any explanation or 
apology for the delay in payment of invoices. Since the CPC literally had millions 
in the bank and very few outstanding invoices, it didn’t make any sense for POC to have to 
call or write the CPC about getting paid as shown by the following: 

In late 1992 and spring of 1993, the CET, without warning or 

I hate to be a bother but we are looking at a bunch of taxes. 
. . . [Elnclosed is a statement of outstanding invoices. 

(February 17, 1993, from Tab 24, Doc T) 

Our account with the CPC has unpaid invoices for work 
done t!uee months ago. (June 7, 1993, from Tab 24, Doc V) 

If you could favor us with another payment within the next 
few days we would sumly appreciate it. (June 15, 1993, 
from Tab 24, Doc X )  

21.4 
make its payroll was threatened, Bill Anderson advised the CPC: 

Finally, as the payment problem became too critical that POC’s ability to 

This  is to inform you that we are discontinuing our services 
to the Clinton for President Committee due to non-payment of 
invoices. (July 1, 1993, from Tab 24, Doc u) 



21.5 The next day POC received payment for its services through Mr3 30, 1993. 
Anderson wrote another letter asking the CPC to uphold its agreement to pay POC in 
a timely manner (from Tab 24, Doc 2): 

Thus, our request for timely payment of our invoices can be 
summed UP as a request that the Committee pay in accordance 
with the schedule the Committee, itself, stipulated. 

(July 2, 1993, fmm Tab 24, Doc Z)  

21.4 A day or so after POC received partial payment for amounts long overdue, 
Lyn Utrecht telephoned Bill Anderson and asked him to write a later of explanation 
regarding four instances where Utrecht thought there could have been charges to the 
CPC for POC's errors; Utrecht stated to Anderson that she was also going to call 
Keeley Ardrnan in Little Rock and ask her a b u t  any POe errors of which Ardman was aware. 

Note: Utrecht's questions did not relate to the audit and she did not mention the audit or 
auditors to Bill Anderson. She asked POC to write a memo about errors where there "could" 
have been "charges" to the CPC. 

Bill Anderson asked his wife Pat to address the details of each of the issues Utrecht 
asked him about so he could, in turn, answer Utrecht's q u e s t  for a written explanation. 
A copy of the memo that Pat Anderson wrote to her husband on July 9, 1993, addressing each 
of Utrecht's specific issues is included in the Anderson Report, Tab 24, Doc 2.2. A 
complete discussion of the Bveriimit Issue is in Tab 13. Excerpts from Pat Anderson's 
memo to her husband, individually addressing each issue, are shown below: 

21.7 
affidavits" in her July 9, 1993, memo to Bill Anderson (from Tab 24, Doc 2.2): 

Pat Anderson stated the foUowing about the "Issue Regarding "back-dated" 

I wrote the [overlimit] memo [Tab 24, Doc R), dated October 6, 
19921 in such a way as to take on as much responsibility for 
it [obtaining 76 unusable overliiit redesignation affidavits] 
as possible -- clearly we acted on our own, as we have in so 
many ways throughout this campaign. 

I would say that I had every reason to believe that the 
management of the aftidavits was c o m t  because we did 
not ask the contributor to back date anything, we referred 
to the date as the "as of date" because it was the date 
&at the overlimit contribution was made. 

I had been told several months earlier by Phil Friedman that 
the [Compliance] fund was "in the works" -- that's the only 
reason we continued to call people a b u t  the upming  fund 
and asked them to date their apfidavit as of the date the 
offending lpodon of their] conrribution was made. 
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21.8 
Report Overstated by $200,000:" 

In the same memo, Pat Anderson stated the following "Regardiog July 1992 

Looking back at the figures in our working 
spread sheets (which were correct), we bli 
have been a typographical error that was not caught at the t h e .  

We regret the typo but do not charge extra for them. As for 
the extra work relating to that e m f ,  there was very little 
"extra" work on the part of anyone to resolve that error 
imasmuch as every single FIX report and schedule were 
reviewed in the same manner by the Arkansas W, we might 
add that with one or two exceptions, all reports Manad 
exactly or within a tiny (pennies) amount. We are very proud 
of that record given the fac 
figure from the accounting 
balance,. NEVER. (from Tab 24, Doc 2.2) 

had a balancing 
t which to 

21.9 
Payments to Worthen National Bank" (from Tab 24, DQC 2.2): 

In the same memo, Pat Anderson stated the fobwing on "Error Regarding 

The only thing I can think of is the situation where the 
Committee, during the early, start-up days, wrote several 
checks to themselves and deposited them into the payroll 
account (rather than transfer money to the payroll account by 
an interaccount transfer). By the time we became involved with 
the Committee, I believe the piaceice had been discontinued. 
When I saw this prior activity, I realized, as did they, that 
care had to be taken on the 4th QTer 1991 report so that 
expenditures wsuld riot be overstated. 

As a result, the FEC report itself was c o m t  -- 
expenditures were not overstated -- I allowed for the unusual 
management. What we failed to do was simply make those entries 
on the Schedule a "memo" type entry. As I recall, no one 
noticed in until the FEC, seeing the obvious, mninded the 
Committee of the proper way to make a memo entry on Schedule B. 

Certainly, no charge was made for something we failed to do. 

Restated, POC put the right information on &he repom, the only "emr" was failing to 
type the words "MEMO EN7[a'y" in the c o m t  place on the accompanying schedule. Poc's 
only involvement was trying to clarify to the FEC the CPC's unusual pnxedure of writing 
a check, rather than making an interaccount transfer to put money in its paymu account. 



a ' s  "failure" occur&, it is remembered, on the ftpsr PepOIt Poc 
CPC -- the 4th quarter 1991 FIX report filed on ~anuary 31,1991. 
of thing, an omissioa of the words "memo entry" on a schedule that was fded over 18 
months earlier, as one of four of Poc's overall errors for which Uvecht required an 
explanation, demonstrates just how desperate the CPC was to come up with my 
"envrs" on POC's put. 

Lyn Utrecht tried to turn this very simple clerical emr -- of absolutely no 
to anyone -- into a big deal by referring to it as "payments to Worthen Natio 

21.10 
regarding the "Issue of audit tapes for the p;Ec: - Was the CPC charged twice? 

The Committee was charged only for production of the 
that should have been sent bo the EEC; at no time bas the 
[Clommittee ever been charged twice €or production of any 
product where only one set was requested. POe invoices would 
bear this out. 

Anderson addresses in the same memo (from Tab 24, Doc 2.2) Uuecht's comments 

On occasion, magnetic tapes produced by POC could not be m d  by the racepient computer. 
Perhaps the tape was correct but the accompanying fde layout didn't match; perhaps it was 
the other way around. Often, the first time a new format is used. things don't go 
perfectly, as magnetic media txanfers require. One character off and everythine else 
is wrecked. 

In the history of POC, indeed the history of those in the computer business generating 
magnetic medii, mismatches between f i e  layout and magnetic media fonnat occur frequently, 
especially the fmt time a new format is used. Any pmblems are usually quickly remedied 
and, if another tape production is necessary, certainly it is always done at NO COST to 
the client. 

POC prepared approximately 75 tapes containing Clinton data between 1991 and 1993; about 
half of these were. sent to the FEC. The balance of the tapes were sent to various direct 
mail companies, or Clinton satellite campaign offices across the country. Et happens that 
6 or 8 taps were sent to Schuh Advertising in Little Rock during September 1992, as 
instructed by David Warkins. These t a p  contained the contributor arnd contribution data 
for which the CPC was soliciting designation statements. 

Pat Anderson d s  two occasions when the FEC couldn't read the magnetic media. The 
first, when Poc prepared ehhe initial see of magnetic meda containbg the threshold 
matching funds submission data according to the FlEc's specifications, the FIX couldn't 
head the tape the fm time around. They asked POC to resubmit the media, which 
immediately, and everything went smoothly for the 12 or so matching funds tapes therne;lfter. 
The second occasion O C C M ~  more than a year later at the begiming of the audit, when it 
is recalled that the first set of PW's tapes contained too m a y  "null" spaces or the 
like. A programmer was called in and the problem was fured very quickly. All subsequent 
audit t a p  were correct. 



. .  

Pat A d e m n  also & that Schuh Advertising couldn't read the fvst tape &KK s a t  to 
it; but quickly the problem was corrected and the subsequent 6 8  
perfect. Again, no charge was ever made for redoing or c 

Part of POC's responsibility was to accommodate data vansfen as quested or requid 
by the CPC or the FEC; each request was fulfilled in a eimely manner, the data 
on the tapes was always correct, and it was only on intial transfers when a different 
format structure was required that, on three occasions out of 75, POC didn't get it 
perfectly right the fim time. Again, for Utrecht to refer to this kind of thing 
as " e m s , "  a d  asking 
deperate Utrecht was to itemize anything that wasn't perfect as a "POC error." 

21.11 

to write a written explanation, once again demonmtes how 

Pat Anderson states, in the same memo regadiig charges for "emrs" in general: 

[I am] not a w m  of any "emrs" committed by POC. It must 
be obvious from our record that every effort was made (1) to 
determine the correct way to handle the data in the xqmting 
m; (2) ts ensure proper controls 
data; and, (3) initiate and des@ p 
that would simplify management but ensure accuracy of the 
data -- time and time again, month after month. 

POC information is regarded as the source of balancing data 
rather than the accounting department. With, we believe, one 
exception, out of over $35 million dollars of msactioas, 
our spread sheets were perfectly accurate and kept the 
accounting depamnent in line rather than the other way 
around, over and over again. 

f[n] other words, the leadership we have continually 
demonstrated, the reliab&ty of the data we were responsible 
for (for which we had no source documents), and the 
timeliness of delivery of reports to the FEC and support 
materials to the Committee (under extremely heavy volume), is 
a record for which we am ENoIRMo6JSLY PROUD. 

We are sorry [they] find it necessary to solicit our 
guamntee that the Committee has not been c 
"emn ."  But, nevertheless, we happy to state, 
u n e q u i v d y ,  that the Clinton for President Committee has 
not been charged for emrs  and that, in fact, per item of 
data, number of documents managed, and pducts  del ived,  
not to mention reliability, we would venture that the 
Commitbee 9 received the best value for services performed 
of any of the service providers to that Committee, past 
present. 



21-12 
"Charges and credits to the Clinton for President Committee (from Tab 24, Doc 2.3): 

Later that siune day, Pat Anderson wrote another memo to her husband 

I have written a memo [Tab 24, B)sc Z.21 to you abaut thc 4 
issues that Lyn U m h t  m i d  abut  PBC's emrs  du 

the time it took to "commit" these errors. 

You mentioned that you must submit a response to Lyn about 
these issues and, if appropriate, deduct from the ouWmdkg 
invoiced amount due to POC, the amount charged for services 
in the commission of these errors. Where they had not been 
unduly charged, we were to so verify, affidavit style, in a 
letter to her. 

campaign and whether or not the campaign has been c for 

Certainly it has been the policy of this company to always 
answer the questions of a customer about issues regarding the 
bill. I cheerfully respect that inquky in this instance, 
even though it wasn't made until after we had to abate 
services to the Committee for non-payment sf invoices. 

I believe, however, before we respond, we should understand 
exactly the questions because several of the references were 
vague and I honestly don't know exactly what she is pefening to. 

I am so proud of our record of service to the Committee. 
indeed Lyn even said she thought we had done a good job. 1 
would be happy to explain, give &tails, mol provide any 
information but I think it important to know what the 
questions are and the perceived "errors" are. 

Also. 1 think it appropriate that the Committee apply the 
same standards of excellence of all their vendors and service 
providers. You told me that Lyn asked me to try and think of 
any "emrs" we made; she also mentioned that she would ask 
Keeley if Keeley could think of anything POC had done wrong 
and so forth. 

I believe the Committee would be wise to have a stated policy 
about "errors" and a clear definition sf an error. Also, 
guidelines for a vendor and service provider to adhere to 
when charging to the Committee any " h e "  that it took to 
"commit" these errors and the time c it took to clean 
up the errors, etc. 



21.13 
them, so upset Pat Andexson tbt she alsa, stated to her h~sband she h u g  
consider rescinding their courts~us and generous fee reductions (hm Tab 24, Doc 2.3): 

W i g  asked abut "emrs" and whether or n ~ a  &e CPC was c 

As you mal l ,  there have been numerous and gemeous d m e s  
that POC has made to the Clinton for Resident Committee, the 
extent of which, perhaps, Lyn Utrecht is umwan. 

I looked up in our files the two letters that you wrote 
signed by Pat Anderson] to David Watkirns 
rebates. I believe that these should be 
by tbe attorney of the Commiteee to 110 
not constitute an unusual or illegal action an our paa 
because, unless the Committee allowed or required such 
rebates, as a stated and consistent policy. from all vendors 
and service-providers, it will look like a contribution 
in-kind from a corponeion and, we all know, that is not 
allowed. 



22.0 

Seatistically speaking, POe was 99.4% perkt  - certified by the 



22.1 
FEC, for matching funds submissions averaged less than 6/10 of one perceot. That means 
that 99.4% of POC's work was deemed perfect by the FEC. The evidence and documents 
presented in this Complaint show that foc had procedures, was innovative, kept goodl 
documentation, etc., etc., and was otherwise excellent in all ams of its 
responsibilities (samples and discussion concentrated in Tabs 8 and IO). 

If statistical sampling has any value in depermhing o v e d  quality -- and it must if the 
FEC uses the technique -- it can be scientifidy extnapahted that goC pedomed all its 
duties 99.496 comtly.  

22.2 Even though POC strived to be perfect; could it be that Utrecht was 
complaining that POC was only 99.4% perfect? When it came to other vendors, however 
Lyn Utrecht was forgiving, understanding. and chastised the FEC auditors for being 
unreasonable. The following is from the CPC's Interim Audit Response, a copy of the 
page containing the fallowing passage is  in Tab 23, Doc A, page 8: 

h k i n g  at errors scientifically, POC's "error" me, as delermbd by the 

i 
,=-. ._ 

. . . [Tlhe vendors inadvertently made bookkeeping errors 
in the b ~ g  process. 

Inadvertent bookkeeping errors are unavoidable in the 
operation of any business and, therefore, are within the 
normal and o r d i i  course of business. 

Most importantly. the vendors and Committee rectified 
these erros as soon as discovered. To penalize vendors 
and the Committee where inadvertent mistakes were made 
and immediately rectified upon discovery would seriously 
undermine the Commission's mission to encourage voluneary 
compliance. In fact, it would discourage parties from 
rectifying innocent errors. 

22.3 The Andersons experience is that a presidential primary campaign i s  similar 
to a startup business -- except that campaigns start suddenly and disappear almost as quickly. 
Usually, only a few have any experience for the precise job they are doing. It is an 
enterprise where every day, for 12 months, there am new deadlines and challenges; schedules 
are almost useless as work flow oscillates from doing nothing to doing everything; where 32,000 
checks are written for more than $40,@00,000 in services, all spent in less than a yeaq 
where two major reports are due every month for 12 months, each of which is eagerly 
scrutinized by the press; where about 230,000 individual contributors must be thanked for 
giving some $25,000,000, of which about 200,000 contributions are matched for $I2,000,000 
in federal money and 9.197 of which need an additional signature an an appropriately 
filled out affidavit in order to make $1,477,506 matchable; where more than 1,OOO,OOO 
photocopies of check copies and Hidavits obtained by POC am appropriately managed and 
catalogued; wheie not one single duplicate record was uncovered by the FlX; where Oot one 
single contribution was submitted twice for matching; where not one single affidavit of 
the 9,197 was rejected; where not a single contribution check copy was missing; all while 
contribution volume exploded from 12,000 in June 1992 to 8O,OOO in July 1992. 



The excellent record the Andersons achieved i s  quite mazing and very extraodimry. 
The Andersons an? very proud of thek neccsd. 

Utrecht extracted written statements from the Andersons about extremely minor 
imperfections in their services -- the 0.6% that kept the Andersons from being absolutely 
perfect. LooMg closely at the 0.6% imperfection, it can be determined that it didn't 
cost the CPC any money, ceroainIy not when it is considered that Poc voluntarily 
lowered its fees to the CPC by more than $130,800 on its OWQ initiative. 

22.4 Nevertheless, on July 9, 1993, Ba Anderson complied with Utnxht's demand 
to have a written explanation, trying eo point out that POC had been a "team" player by 
extendmg credit to the CPC of nearly $ 2 0 0 , 0  at one h e  and by reducing its fees 
which saved the CPC $104,178. piscussion oflpob: miucing its fees in Tab 5. )  
Anderson stated (from Tab 24, Doc AA): 

Obviously, the amount . . . above is thousands of times more 
than enough eo offset the four instances in which you felt 
there COULD have been charges for mistakes made on our part. 
Nevertheless, I will briefly address these four points and 
should you need hurlher detail I will be glad to provide 
same. 

Anderson ended his two-page letter about POC's errors by stating: 

Trusting that the above wiU answer your questions, we look 
forward to receiving the Committee's check for services 
t h u g h  June 15, 1993 in the amount of $26,372.90. Upon 
receipt of same or word from you that it is emute  we will 
commence the f d  work toward the July 15th I19931 FEC 
lqu=terlyl report. 

Anderson acids in a footnote: 

P.S. 1 am enclosing a copy of our July 22 and September 10, 
1992 letters to David Watkins. You may not have these; they 
provide additional detail on our voluntary price reductions. 
They may also demonstrate the fiavor of our efforts to be a 
team player eo the Committee. 



Given what the fir1 t~ L p  Utnecht 
for giving B OP in waiting about 

's four errors. 



23.1 Utrecht's verbal q u e s t  for an explgnation &ut PtX's four errors occurred between 
July 2 (daee of Anderson's letter requesting assurance overdue invoices would be paid) and July 
9, 1993 (date of Anderson's written reply to Utrecht's telephone d]. Between those two 
dates, Utrecht was very specific about only four "em& POC had wmmittod for which she 
wanted an explanation. She was obviously satisfied that it was only four (so-called) emrs 
that POC and the Andersons had "commined." Otherwise, the CPC would have continued 
to withhold payment of FOC's invoices until the CPC received satisfactory explanations. 

23.4 
perfect -- 99.4% certified by the FEC and now also confvmed by Utrecht's own itemization 
of POC's errors -- she could think of only four things out of millions of operations 
performed by POC for the CPC -- where p8C made "ems." 

23.3 
project completed in May 1993, in fact "proved" (as Utrecht's lawyer later contended) that 
POC inexpertly obtained redesignation statements that were "supefiuous" to the CPC's 
needs, Le., unnecessary, then it would stand to reason that, Utrecht would have also 
demanded that the Andersons address such a huge "mistake. " 

23.4 
four minor flaws in all of POC's services, it would stand to reason that she would have "raised 
the roof' about what she later claimed to the Fu3 was POC's very gross and inexpert action. 
By any measurt?, an inexpert action of that massive a proportion -- postage alone would have 
cost 130,000 -- would have w m t e d  a letter from the CPC to POC. 

With that in mind, it can be stated that ips of JuIy 9, 1993, POC's record was nearly 

If Pat Anderson's overlimit memo dated October 6, 1992. and Poc's reconchton 

Further, if she would withhold payment from the Andersons until they addressed 

But Utrecht never asked Bill Anderson about seeking and obtaining the designation 
statements and the CPC never sent a letter to the Andersons complaining about them because 
Utrecht must have known that the C X ,  not the Andersons and PQC, was solely responsible 
for seeking and obtaining the redesignation statements. 

23.5 
the need should arise, actuaily serves to c o n f i  that the Andersons' record of service to the 
CPC was nearly perfect. It cotafums that Utrecht could only "reach" the sum total of four 
"errors" that the CPC thought POC might have charged the CPC for. Utrecht's request for 
an explanation and the Andersons' response also serves to prove that they did not obtain the 
38,000 redesignation statements supposedly by "mistake," as Utrecht claimed, otherwise 
Utmht would have asked the Andersons to address a sum total of FIVE errors. 

23.6 
overlimit redesignation statements -- where is its outrage expressed for POC supposedly 
obtaining 38,000 "not permissible" redesignation statements without the CPC's 
knowledge? There was no outrage because the CPC, not the Andersons, obtained the 
38,000 redesignation statements thinking, at the time, the statements would Serve as 
legal authorization for transferring the $2.4 million. It wasn't until the CPC had 
to disassociate itself from the redesignation statements did the responsibility shift to POC. 

Utrecht's ploy to gather 'admissions' from the Andersons to use against them later if 

If the CPC was so "distressed," as Vamey stated, by POC 00taidng 76 unusable 
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The Andemns realized that suing a client, qxcially one tbat 
is also the Resident of the United States, is a major step. 

The h&rssns eried fkst a0 resolve the privately. 

The Amderson Report's supporting references are: 



24.1 
m a .  

March 24, 1995 - Bill Anderson’s letter to white House Gene& Counsel Abner 

Bill Anderson, having served in the W.S. House of Representatives with Abner Mikva, who at 
the time was the White House General Counsel, wrote a letter to Judge Mikva which briefly 
outlined the false statements that had been made by the Clinton for hesident Committee 
about Anderson’s database managemenu: company (from Tab 15, Doc A and enclosures): 

I have been vary reluctant to mntact you a b u t  the matter 
at hand but f a y  decided to do so, reahzing that a 
low key, confdeneial metiug with you could be the best 
chance of avoiding my course of action that could be 
damaging to the President. 

In sum, our company has tieen badly damaged and libled 
by these gratuitous statements. This presents us with 
one of the most perplexing dilemmas we have ever had to 
face. 

24.2 
statements quoted from the FEC Final Audit Repolt. Judge Mikva never responded to 
Anderson’s letter. 

Anderson included a brief history of his fm and included two pages of the defamatory 



25.0 

The Andemns pried a second time to resolve the matter privately. 



..-. , . . .. .- 

25.1 
President Committee that the Andersons planned to Me a libel claioo. 

25.2 

June 16,1995 -- Utter advhmg kyn U w h t ,  Barbara Yates, and Clinton for 

The letter recounts the problem and, among other things, states (from Tab 15, Doc B): 

The numerous, ljlbelous statements made by the Cormninee were 
presented to the ltEc as facts although they were M y  
false and gratuitous. 

me false, damaging comments were reinforced over and over 
again as the FEC staff pondered and prepared the audit 
infomdon for the Commissioners and the public. When the 
Committee wrote of 'the vendor who processed the 
coaribuaions' and 'who failed to reconcile her recorrfs' it 
was abundantly clear that the references were to goC and 
Patricia Anderson, nspectively. 

The m ' s  subsequent republication of the likloars statements 
as facts in separate, official FEC audit xports covering the 
three committees direcoly responsible for the election of the 
President and Vice President of the United Sates had the 
effect of giving the weight of truth to the false, gratuitous 
statements. 

Indeed. after reading other, unrelated audit reports, 
I m o t  find a single instance where vendors for a 
presidential primary campaign have received any criticism 
at all, much less powerful, defamatory statements that 
impute lack of skills and inaegriey as the false statements 
about POC and the Andersons so powerfully asserted. 

I speculate that the mwn for the false statements had a 
lot to do with the obvious attempt of the Committee to 
disassociate itself from the necessity of obtaining from the 
contributor authorization to uansfer his contribution from 
the primary account to the GELAC account. The only way to do 
that was to blame POC for obtaining the redesignations 
without the knowledge of the Committee. 

My clients are not out to hurt anyone, dinectly or 
tangentially, particularly hesident Clinton. 

Accordingly, if you are interested in pursuing settlement, we 
would be willing to meet with you or otherwise discuss the 
matter. 

You should be advised, however, that it is our intention to 
file suit . . . . if there is no response to this letter 
before June 30, 1995. 



26.8 

Wtncht responds to the Andemons' letter of June 16 
with hubris, mrwgance, threats, and more false infomation. 

Without regard to the impact ouch a stance would have 
on President Clinton, Utrecht claimed 'absolute privilege" 
to submit "actual defamatory matter" to the FIX. 



.- . 
a= 

26.1 June 29, 1995 -- Utrecht and CPC rarpondd to Andersons’ June 16 letter. 

In it, John Keeney, attorney for Utrecht and CPC, stated that the document in which 
the statements about the Anderzions and their fm POC first appeared. C X ’ s  Interim 
Audit Response, was prehninary to a proposed judicial prOtZdng and therefore privileged 
and protected from the Andersons’ libel charges (from Tab 15, Doc C): 

There is absolute privilege for attorneys, parties, and 
witnesses to publish any matter (including alleged or 
actual defamatory matter) in ‘communications preliminary 
to a proposed judicial proceeding.’ 

All statements in the Committee’s July 6, 1994 mponse to 
the FEC Xnterim Audit Report were preliminary to a proposed 
judicial proceeding under 26 U.S.C. Section 9ooo. and 
therefore ;are absolutely privileged under ?he Restatement as 
adopted in the District of Columbia. 

26.2 
because it was information furnished to a federal agency: 

Utrecht and CPC stated the Response was also pro by privilege 

An independent absolute privilege also exists with mspect 
to information furnished to a federal agency concerning 
matters within its jurisdiction. 

26.3 Utrecht and CFC stated the Response also had a third privilege: 

[Tlhe controlling District of Columbia law recognizes an 
absolute privilege with respect to submissions in the District 
of Columbia by an attorney in the District of Columbia t~ an 
agency located in the District of Columbia. . . . 

Utrecht and C X  claimed neither Andersons nor POC are mentioned by 26.4 
name, therefore the statements are not libelous. 

26.5 
personally defamed, therefore the statements are not lilbelous. 

26.6 
comment was true, therefore not libelous, stating the F%C usrd the word ‘misstatement’ and 
POC was responsible For the repon in which the misstatements were made, therefore the 
statement was true, a defense of libel. 

Utrecht and CPC claimed officers of a corporation cannot be 

Utrecht and Cpc claimed the ‘failed to reconcile her TecoTds’ 

26.7 
me, and also a statement of opinion and therefore not libelous. 

Utrecht and CPC claimed the ‘significant difficulties’ comment was 
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26.8 Utrecht and CPC claimed POC admined owainislg the redesignation 
statements and therefore the Response was true, ‘admitted to’ by POC, and laot libelws; it 
is an ‘Opinion’ as to wkether the redesignation statements should have betn obtained and 
opinions are not libelous; as to the sfa,ements the ‘Committee staff‘ did aot see these 
contributions until after the election, iderring that the redesignation statements were 
obtained without the knowledge of the CPC staff, Utrecht and the CPC claim 
that statement does not -fer to a vendor and therefore not libelous. 

Keeney, of course, did aot address the fact that the false statements together in 
one paragaph and, tog&er, the meaaing of the phrases profoundly influenced the decision 
of FEC auditors and the ftnal Commissioners’ vote. The ‘FEC issioners and the FEC 
general counseI are on record as understanding chat the 38,080 n mtements 
were obtained “by misake by a former vendor. ” From Fw3 General Counsel Legal Opion, 
FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 158: 

The Primaay Committee contends that the redesignation 
statements were performed by mistake by a former vendor. 

The FEC auditors had stated their undemanding of UueCht’s false statements in the 
Commission’s open meeting in December 19 Final Audit Report (from Tab 28, bottom page 87) thusly 

The Committee states that the designations were obtained 
by the vendor who [sic] processed contributions for the Committee 
without the Committee’s knowledge. The explanation 
suggests that due to provisions in that vendor’s contract, 
the vendor stood to gain by sending the redesignation 
requests. 

Finally, but certainly not least, the m e  origin and reqmnsibiity for the redesignations 
was discussed at the Commissioners’ open meeting on December 14, 1994; the “information” that 
the CPC’s computer vendor obtained the designation statements without the knowledge 
Qf the CPC was a key issue. The foollowing excerpts are from the FJX Open Meeting 
Transcript, f b U  text in Tab 27: 

Joe Stoltz of the FEC Audit Division states on page 34 of the transcript: 

. . . and that therefore. the redesignations were U M ~ C ~ S ~  
to -fer these amounts, and were a mix-up of some sort 
with the Committee’s computer vendor and should not have been 
requested. 

Democratic Commissioner Thomas states on p g e  56 of the transcript: 

Their vendor went so far as to cover themselves and get what 
they were calling redesignations. 

- 
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FEC General Counsel Lawrence Noble states on page 90 of the transcript: 

Yes, but if seeking of a redesignation k to mea0 anything, 
and the Conamittee claimns it was a mistake, but if it is not 
looked at as a mistake, then what it shows is that they [the 
Primary Committee] first recognized these as p h a q r  
contributions, then as Commissioner Aikens Said, the 
regulation wmes into play and says that they canoot 
designate these as long as they lhad debt. 

Democratic Commissioner McGarry states on page 90 of the transcript: 

I think even if it was wrong to get the redasignations. . . . 

Joe Stoltz states on page 92 of the transcript: 

They are, assuming that the redesignation was permissible, 
however, if it is assumed they were primary [contributions] 
to begin with and requised a redesignation, then I think 
9003.3 comes into play, and the redesignation [transfers of 
money] wouldn't have been permissible to s m t  with. 

Keeney's letter = f e d  to two "proofs" of admission fmm the Andersons that their 
company obtained the redesignation statements. Both of these "pmfs" me d herrings. 
One "proof" consisted of a comment by p(x: in its iast proposal to the White House 
(February 23, 1995) in which PCM: took credit for 'reconcilhmg] 38, i- contributions 
designated to GELAC'. The other "proof" of admission was Bat Anderson's overlimit 
designation memo (October 6, 1992); note that Keeney reprinted the entire text of the 
"overlimit" memo and that the memo did not in any way refer to other than "overlimit" 
redesignation statements (which numbered 169) and which the E32 consided legal. The 
Andenons discuss these "proofs" in the Anderson Report (reconciliation project, Tab 
14; overh i t  project, Tab 13) and each is addressed in legal frlings by the Andersons' 
attorney (full texts in Tab 15 and also discussed below). The CPC has no p m f  the 
Andersons obtained the redesignation statements b u s e  the CPC, not the Andefsons, 
obtained the redesignaton statements. 

26.9 Utrecht and CPC claimed the comment a b u t  Poc's financial 'incentive' 
to obtain the redesignation statements wigs m e  and as proof, reprinted sections of 
Poc's contract which r e f e d  to Poc's units prices and incentive if a matching funds 
grade of between 98% and 100% was achieved. Note that POC's financial incentive 
pertained to matching funds; the overlimit redesignation statements were not submitted 
for matching funds. 
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26.10 
'redesignations' sought and obtained by the C X ' s  vendor" was true and admitted to 
by POC, again referring to the February 23, 1995, proposal wmment "monciled 30,000+ 
contributions designated to GELAC"; Keeney's letter notes that Geltner k wrong in 
stating that POC had nothing to do with the redesignations, as this i s  clearly 
contridicted by POC's "admission. " 

Note that Utrecht and the CFC are attempting to equate obtaining redesignation 
statements with reconciling (after the fact) the redesignation data e n t e d  on the 
Compliance fund's computer with the original primary contribution data used to generate 
the "Schuh tapes" on Poc's computer. The attempt fails because the Comphce  Fund in 
Little Rock entered the designation data (based on the returned redesignation 
statements) and then sent computerized lists of the redesignation data to p8C to use in 
marking its computer with a code that identifed the date the primary contribution was 
transferred to the Compliance Fund. The reconciliation, which was necessary for FEC 
compliance reasons, proved that the CPC made transfers ta the Compliance Fund based 
on redesignation statements and it also proves that the Compliarice fund entered this 
information in its computer before sendiig it to POC to reconcile with the original 
primary contribution on its computer. 

26.11 
terminated.. . " referring to the Andersons' objection to bekg publicly F d ,  was also 
protected by privilege because it was submitted in response to information quested by 
the auditors; it was also stated that Poc's contract had expired and also fell into the 
category of opinion, and therefore not actionable. 

The fact that the FEC had been notified that the CPC's relationship with POC would 
be terminated during the year prior to the Andersons being notified is not the normal way 
of doing things. The CPC clearly wanted the FEC to think POC's performance was 
unacceptable and that the CPC wanted nothing more to do with POC after the 
audit. POC was not advised until one year later the relationship would 
be terminated. 

Utrecht and the CPC claimed the comment "totally supeduous 

Utrecht and the CPC claimed the comment "and the relationship 

This is contrary to what the Andersons were told by two White House aides who began to 
solicit propsals from the Andersons in the fall of 1994 regding preparations for a 1996 
campaign. Fall 1994 was a critical period for the CPC. The issue is fully discussed 
in Tab 16 and Sections 13.0 and 14.0 of this discussion. 

26.12 Utrecht and the CPC claimed that the statement: 

"The primary Committee contends that the redesignations 
were performed by mistake by a former vendor." 

was not made by Utrecht or the CPC but by the FEC General Counsel and therefore 
is no cause for action. What this statement shows, however, is that the FEC took 
Utrecht's false statements to mean exactly as she intended. 



26.W Utrecht and the CPC concluded: 

... 

, . -  

With respect to any litigation fded by you on behalf of POC 
or anyone else contesting privileged and true phrases From 
the July 6, 1984 FIX filing, we will seek Rule 11 sanctions 
against you and any plaintiff. The D.C. Circuit has recently 
upheld Rule 11 sanctions of Sa149,OOO in siorailarly frivol0us 
libel litigation. We will also frle a counterclaim for 
indedication of the hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
actual costs to correct FW-claimed emrs and in potential 
penalties that the FEZ is currently considering for 

FEC-cl;nimed errors in the EEC filings that your client had 
the contractual obligation to prepare - correctly - for the 
Committee. 

and, it was stated that all disputes were to be governed by the law of the District of 
Columbia, as stipulated in FQC’s contmct. 

Keeney made the required nolifcations prehinary to f i g  Rule 11 sanctions but as 
of M a y  1, 1998, is yet to acrually fie with the Court. 



27.0 

The A n d e r ~ ~ ~  filed suit in U.S. District CQUI~, 
Washington, D. C. 
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27.1 
The following discussion focuses only on the more siflicant issues vis-a-vis 
statements made in Utrecht's letter of June 29. 

July 5 ,  1995 -- Andemons fde Complaint (Damages) for Libel. 

Libel Cornplait, Paragraph U - Establishes the term redesignaeion does not include 
or relate in any way to "overlimit" designations (from Tab 15, Doc D): 

While the word "redesignation" may appear in other contexts 
in presidential campaigns (such as the msifer of funds from 
overlimit contributions), for purposes of this complaiot, tke 
term "designation" is limited to transfer of funds given by 
contributors not exceeding the contributors' legal limits. 
POC's responsibiities for Committee had nothing to do with 
designations. 

. . .poC has no participation in the process other than 
after the fact computer w r t d s  reconciliation. 

Thus, the Andersons' Libel Complaint makes it clear, and the Anderson Report 
contains the documentary proof, that the overlimit designations (169) that Poc obtained 
pertained to the transfer of only the portion of the contribution that exceeded the $IOQO 
limit and therefore, was of a different category of designation statement than those 
obtained by the CPC, which numbed 38,000 and penained to the transfer of the 
entire contribution identified on the face of the statement. Keeney's references to POC's 
overlimit memo are irrelevant. As the Andersons' attorney makes clear, the Andemns are 
not complaining about, or denying that they obtained, the overlimit redesignaton 
statements. Therefore, POC's responsibility for the overlimit redesignation statements, 
"admitted to" in the October 9, 1992, is clearly not p m f  POC also obtained 38,000 
redesignation statements of a different category. 

Libel Complaint, Paragraph 19 - Establishes the fact that Utrecht's Response was not 
pretminary to a judicial proceeding any more than filing an income tax form is preliminary 
to a judicial procedure: 

At the time [the Response was submitted] there was no 
administrative or judicial Litigation pending or under 
serious consideration between Committee and FE4: or the 
rn staff. 

Libel Complaint, Paragraph 24 - Establishes the motive for Utrecht and the CPC 
for making the false statements about the Andersons: 

None of the statements were privileged, b u s e  the Committee 
response was a part of an informal, non-judicial process 
followed at FEC and the statements were not made in 
anticipation of litigation, nor were they required by law nor 
made to petition the government for a dress of grievances. 
The statements were made to mislead the FE€ staff and readers 
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of its anticipated audit, particularly as to the 
redesignations, because Cornminee was trying to treat the 
contributions as “undesignated” and sought a scapgoal for 
its own prior treatment of them as redesignations. 

Libel Cornphiit, Paragraph 24 - The vendor list is attached to the Audit, thereby 
identifying all of the statements as relating to POC and being of and concerning POC 
and Willianm and Patricia Anderson, and the vendor list publicly stated that the 
CPC’s relationship to W C  will be teminating, thereby causing readers to believe 
that gOC was terminated for tmr, malfeasance and bad faith. 



28.0 

Utrecht and CWJ fie Motion to Dismiss ~~~~' 
daim for libel damages. 



c- 28.1 

28.2 
"concentric circles of privilege" and most of the other false and irrelevant claims 
origurally stated in his June 29, 1995 letter. He does, however, add a motive for the 
Andersons' supposedly frivolous suit (from Tab 15, Doc E): 

September 9, 1995 -- Utrecht and C X  file M&on to Dismh. 

Utrecht/CPC Attorney Keeney, in the Motion to Dismiss, restates the 

This is a frivolous lawsuit, barred by statute, by a 
disappointed coporate vendor that unsuccessfully sought 
employment with the 1996 Committee and filed this lawsuit 
against the 1992 Committee only after it was not selected 
to do similar work in 1996. 

: ..~ 
- .  

What Keeney is referring to, of course, is the unsolicited proposal the Andersons sent to 
Marsha Scott at the White House on February 23, 1995, discussion and excerpts of which are 
in Tab 16 of the Anderson Report. 

28.3 What Keeney does not reveal is that WC's unsolicited propsal on February 
23, 1995, which the Andenons submitted before they mlized they had been used as the 
CPC's $3 million scapegoat, was pmeeded by numerous solicitations initiated by the 
White House, beginning on September 13, 1994, and lasting through December 1994. 

28.4 Specifically, the Andersons received a call from Mark Middleton, t ~ p  White 
Mouse aide formerly in charge of the State of Arkansas fundraising for the C h o n  
CPC and a person with whom Pat Anderson worked closely during the 1992 campaign. He 
asked that Pat Anderson meet with him and Marsha Scott, another high profie White House 
aide who was with the 1992 campaign; the meeting was to be at the Hay Adams Hotel in 
Washington, D.C., on September 13, 1994 with the purpose of discussing POC's services for 
the 1996 reelection effort. At that meeting, Middleton praised Anderson and WC.  He 
stated lead time was running cmt for the 1996 reelection campaign and he wanted to start 
compiling a database using data from prior campaigns. He stated this was a difficult 
project, one that would involve a lot of duplicate records, and he wanted POC to do it 
because he trusted POC to do a high quality job. When Marsha Scott arrived, Middleton 
Lefi. h h a  continued with praise for h d e m n  and her f m  and stated that Bill 
Clinton's friend in Arkansas had not been able, after months and months of trying, to pull 
the necessary politid dataabase together as Rad been hoped and Anderson's expertise was 
badly needed. Anderson d i e d  thinking it was a slightly dierent story from 
Middleton's -- but what the heck. 

28.5 
assumed she was =fenring to W.P. Malone who had been involved in the computer and 
software setup in Little Rock for the 1992 campaign. Anderson would brer learn that as 
of the day of the meeting with Scott and Middleton, the CPC had h d y  been making 
payments to Malone for a year, and before the payments ended in 1996, Malone would neceive 
a total of $842,100. Malone's mysterious "professional services" are dicussed in Tab 17. 
Since Malone's past services to the campaign had involved computers and software, it stands to 
reason that the $842.100 he aceived for his "professional services" (which was all the 
CPC would tell the FE€ about payments) also related to computers and software. 

Scott didn't name the friend who "couldn't pull the database toge&br." Pat Anckmn 
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28.6 
otherwise getting ready for the 1996 campaign all the while being paid witb 1992 primary 
campaign contributions. Anderson thinks the overturn from Scott and Middleton do not 
represent a sincere consideration of Poc providing services to the 1996 campaign. 

There are many reasons to support this theory, beginning with the fact that Utrecht was 
the attorney for both 1992 and 1996 Campaigns and, obviously being in contact with the 
White House, it just doesn't track that two top aides were busy soliciting pmpsals 
from Foc while the attorney for the 1996 I.eelection committee bad statehi in the first half 
of 1994 to the FEC that the relationship with POC would be tennitwed. 

Fat Anderson speculates that Malone was compiling the 1996 reelection database and 

28.7 
Clinton Adminisvation "insiders", solicited proposals from the hdersons could have been 
that they were actually monitoring the Andersons for any sign that the hdersons had 
learned about the false and defamatory statements Utrecht made aboue them to the 
FU3 in July 1994. 

Between September 13 and December 19. 1994, Scott, Middieton, md Scott's computer guru, 
Erich Vaden, also at the White House, had numerous conversations with Bill or Pat 
Anderson. Fat Anderson was given a demonstration of the white House WHO system by Vaden, 
at the Executive Office Budding, and the Andersons were asked to submit several proposals 
and fee quotations, all related to compiling a database for 1996. This h e  period also 
corresponds to Utrecht's submission to the FEC of the originid false statements (July 
1994) and the Commissioners' fmd audit decision (December 1994). 

Pat Anderson speculates that the reason Middleton and §con, considered by the p m s  as 

28.8 This was a critical period for Utrecht and the CPC. If the hdersons had somehow 
found out that Utrecht had made false statements about them, the Andemns would have 
derailed the grand scheme by providing the FEc auditors with the documents to support the 
fact that the CPC, not the Andemns, obtained the designation statements. As 
discussed, the FFC would have then viewed Utrecht's "un"designated arguments as baseless. 
Her arguments would have been ineffectual. 

28.9 Given that the success of the scheme was dependent upon the F W  not finding 
out that Utrecht supplied false information about the redesignation statements, it would have 
been nice to monitor the Andersons during this period in such a way as they would not 
suspect anything untoward was happening at the FEC, yet a rapport would be established so 
that if, by c h c e ,  the Andenons did f d  out about the scheme, they would more than 
Likely first call Scoa or Middleton to ask what was up before contacting the FJX. 

28.10 Keeney refers to the February 23, 1995 Anderson proposal to the White 
House in all of his letters and legal documents defending Utrecht and the CPC. 
nKrefore, it is clear Utrecht was in contact with Scott and Middleton, the recepients of 
the Andersons' proposzls. 
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28.11 
scheme. There is no way to prove that Scott and 
using futupe business as the excuse to stay in contact with them. There is no way to 
prove that pmposaPs were solicited fmm the Andersons that would be firmly set them up to 
be turned down -- thereafter to be called "dissappointed vendors. " 

The facts do show. however, that in the Cfc's fm kgal filing, K m y  takes the 
opportunity to call the Andersons wdisappoited vendors." 

28.U 
the FEC scheme, then it shows that the fmt unit of business the ARdemns and POC lost 
due to Urnxhr's false statements was Xi Clinton"s 1996 reelection campaign. 

28.U 
Dismiss, that the fact that POC was responsible for contributions (an= again using PW's 
proposal on February 23, 1995 as POC's "admission" of nesponsibility for contributions) 
and the fact that the legal issue at the FEC concerned whether contributions were 
designated in writing for the prbnary, made 
"although epoC] quibbles about the scope of its involvement." 

The Andersons may never b o w  if the two White House aides were in on the 
were "monitosing" the Andersons 

Further, the Andersons feel that if the White House aides were not in on 

Keeney also states on page 114 of his Memorandum In Support of Motion to 

responsible for the redesignations 

These quibbles m legally immaterial because in this 
circuit: "substantial truth" is a defense of defamation. 

You have to give this guy credit for trying. What he is saying is that if POC was 
responsible for contributions, and the FEC was'discussing a legal issue regarding 
contributions (do they talk about anything else?), and PQC did obtain 169 overlimit 
designations, then, combining these three, POC had some responsibility for the 38,000 
redesignations the CPC obtained. Not true; the logic is not there. Keeney also 
states that any difference in scope the Andersons "perceive" between 169 overlimit 
designation statements imd 38,000 regular designation statements amounted to 
"quibbles" and. a quibble is legaliy immaterial because a quibble equals substantial truth 
and substantial truth is a defense to defamation. He quotes a reference: 

Slight inaccuracies of expression are immaterial provided 
that the defamatory charge is true in substance. 

It is odd that he chooses the above reference. Perhaps slight inaccuracies, whether 
trying to prove or disprove defamation, are immaterial. 



28.15 Pat Anderson states for the Anderson Report: 

It is true my husband and I "perceive* a difference in mpe 
between the two types of redesignations, anyone would. 

Wtrecht and the CPC are in serious denial of reality by 
trying to make the case that there is an "immaterial" 
difference between the 169 documents of one type and purpose 
that POC obtained and the 38,000 documents of another type 
and purpose the CPC obtained from fit& Rock. 

28.16 
Utrecht in which Bi Anderson explains thae the CPC was not charged for a 
pypograhical error relating to the July 1992 report which caused a $2208,000 change in the 
amount of the figure s typed. Anderson stated Poc regrad  the error and stated there 
was no charge. Keeney tries to make the cas& that the CPC had to Ne amendments to 
correct POC's one typographical emr .  what Keeney fails to explain is why one 
typographicad error deserves the following harsh and defamatory comment: 

Keeney also refen to a pation of POC's July 9, 1993 letter (Tab 24, Doc AA) to 

. . .failed to reconcile her records to the accounting data 
and bank reconciliation provided to her by the Committee's 
accounting department. 

The issue, which Keeney fails to address, is not the typographical e m r  or that POC 
~gretted making it. The statement is fdse because the "information" that the CPC's 
accounting department provided "her" (Pat Anderson) with accounting data and bank 
neconciliation[s] is not true. At no time during 1992 did the CPC provide 
accounting data and bank reconciliation to Pat Andeerson. Therefore, it is defamatory to 
state Bat Anderson failed to reconcile her records to what the CPC provided .if the 
CFC didn't provide anything to which to reconcile. 

28.17 
auditors did not see any either, evidenced by their statement in the Final Audit Report: 

Not only did Pat Anderson or POC not receive any reconciliations, the 

Although the Audit staff had requested all workpapers 
and bank reconciliations during the pre-audit inventory 
and during fieldwork, none was provided which related 
to the original q m r p s  fded with the Commission. 
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29.0 

Andemns IespolKl to Uaecht ond 

In a vepy clear manner, the l e d  pints  

attomy. Mike &her. 

The Table of Contents (Tab 15, Doc F) provides 
oudine of the issues and are, basically, I concise 
restatement of the Ardemns’ charges and duration of Wtrecht’s 
statements in the Motion to Dimiss. flab 15, DQC IF) 

Motion to Dismiss. 

Wtrech 
statements in the Motion to Dismiss are by the IIS’ 





c 

.... 
. .. 

38.1 
Doc G) 

30.2 
restates all of the privileges and produces a signed copy of Boc's contract. Kee0ey 
states that ahe Pact PQC stated the= was no contract is another example "of yet another 
false statement by plaintiff FOC by plaintif William R. Anderson." 

30.3 The Andersans appreciate the CPC providing a signed copy of the 
contract. albeit not until nearly 4 years after its signing. The Anderson Report 
includes a copy of tlae contract ('Tab 25) which K e n e y  provided. It is worth noting that 
not having a copy of the finat signed contract with all signatures on it, did not prevent 
PO€ and the Andenons fnow fulfillink the provisions in the contract. 

October 10, 1995 - Kccaey's reply in Supj~~rt of Motion to Dismiss. (Tab 15. 

m e y  in this final filing before! the "privilege heariog" was granted, 



31.0 

The Andemons’s attomey and Utrecht’s attorney argued before 
the judge. 

The hdemons want their day in cwrt - Utrecht a d  the 
Clinton Committee are cilauiming privilege from having to 
defend any statements in court. 
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31.1 
reason of "privilege." 

The traascript of the hearing on whepher or not Utrecht and the C X  are immune 
to the Andersons' libel claim by reason of privilege shows that Keeney, anomy for 
Utrecht and the CPC, feel that federal audits are protected from libel claims, 
even though the statements may be false (from Privilege, Tab 12): 

November 17, 1995 - Transcat of hearing on Motion to Wmks for 

The Court: 
Is there some distinction, though, where under the audit 
power, they're really voluntarily entering into this to get 
the matching funds, it's not something the Commission is 
subpoenaing as a result of investigation they're doing, and 
their response is not mandatory; they just had an opportunity 
to respond but weren't required to respond? I mean, they 
just have to make the decision, your client, whether or not 
they're going to respond to this claim they owed $3 maon.  

Mr. Keeney: 
Well, Your Honor, I think "required" is not the statutory 
term, and if we s m t  going down discussions of what the 
"required" means, we might miss the point. The point is the 
smtutory tern is "request." 

The Court: 
Let me ask you this: If YOU have a situation as here and 
then your client responds by saying, "Well, XYZ Company are 
crooks. They embezzled all this money, and they've got it 
all, and they even gave it to us, and they should be put in 
jail," is that protected? 

Mr. Keeney: 

The COUX~: 

Mr. Keeney: 

The Court: 

Yes, Your Honor. That is exactly -- 

What do you think they want to say in response, no m a r  how 
outrageous it may be, with no factual foundation under the 
law? 

I think that's what Congress intended, Your Honor. It's hard 
to say when we don't have a legislative history -- 

Right. 



Mr. Keeney: 
-- but this is about as broad as it can be and I think 
Congmss ineeW,  t b t  the Commission was entitled to get 
all information, good information, bad information, 100 
penxnt correct, not 100 percent correct. and the only way to 
guarantee they could get that information unimpeded was to 
broadly provide that all such information at the request of 
the Commission could not be the basis of civil l iability to 
anyone other than the United States. So if YQU Lie to the 
Comrmbion, there are perjury problems, and the 
cam go after YOU, as can the US. rpesUPrtment of Justice. 

ion 

31.2 
to "good information, bad information, 100 percent correct, not 100 correct" in order 
to be guaranteed it had "information. " 

It is doubtful the Commission feels entitld to "not 100 percent correct" or "bad 
information. " How is the Commission expected to function and make decisions if it cannot 
expect and assume that the information it is receiving in written statements is 100 percent 
correct? Is it possible Utrecht and the CFC, Le., hesident Clinton, can seriously 
take the position that the FUJ is so desperate for "information" that it doesn't care, or 
concern itself with, whether the "infomation" is accurate or not? 

Keney's remarks reflet U m h t  and the CPC's position: that the FlEc was entitled 

31.2 
throughout the federal system who must submit to an audit if the fm or individual being 
audited can get away with making outrageous statements, as Wwht  did for the CPC, 
and walk away with a favorable audit decision as well as with fuU protection from libel 
claims? 

Further, what kind of message would it send to the thousands of government contractors 

Utrecht and the hesident's Primary Committee (CPC), in effect, believe that innocent people can be 
blamed for the actions of others in audits conducted by federal agencies. Are they 
suggesting that if your reputation or business is ruined, suing for libel damages cannot 
be an option because the federal agency involved is "entitled" to "bad information" and 
that protecting the flow of bad information is very imponant eo the public good and if 
you don't like that, go to the W.S. Department of Justice and see what they can do a b u t  
it? Can they seriously advocate such a policy or law? 

313 
Report that the statements are false and defamatory, a court of law s b l d  decide on 
the evidence and the documents and determine what are the facts. The entire purpose of 
the legd system, it seems to the Andersons, is that innocent psople have recourse to 
protect their rights and rheii reputations, against anyone, including the politically 
powerful and well fmced. Privilege in this case would take away a fundamental right: 
the legal recourse to pmect one's reputation against fdse and defamatory statements, 
especially if used as a scapegoat in a fraud scheme, as the Andersons were used. 

If Wtrecht's Statements are tme, as Keeney claims, and &he Andemns prove in this 
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31.4 
Hearing Transcript is very special. 

Here, Keeney, at the same time he is trykg to make the case the FEC was demanding 
information about POC and thus, the CPC's comments are privileged, he i s  forced to 
also make the case that POC was not identifaable by any of Utrecht's statements. In 
essence, he states to the Judge that the CPC, Le., Utrecht, is adroit and clever 
enough to answer the FEC's very specific questions about POC without idenpitling POC -- an 
incredible feat by anyone's standards: 

Lasf but not least, the following comment by Keeney quoted from the 

But here I think we have a very specific request [ h m  
the FECI that asks us about this company. We answer in 
a way in which we don't even identify the company, 
Your Honor. and then we are dragged into court, alleging 
that there's something we said about the company that 
was incorrect. 

The Andersons reply: you bet! 



32.0 

July l998 

A judicial ruling has not yet been made BS to whether the 
Clinton Committee is protected from the andeTsons libel ebims. 

The Andersons feel the ruling will be in 
because of this matter, but because the 
entity is privileged to lie about imwe 
audit in order to avoid legal penalty, is at stalte. 



Still, Sbacboy s i g d  off on MWR 4192, and the 

pnacess, also 'weal: along' with Utrecbt's klse 
accQILlltBntJ, bah intimately involvadl with the audit 

and misleading story. 

Had it not been a well plaaoed, "group" Wdeavor, 
tlac auditors would have 
fIm.dgmat of h 
sbtemeerpdaadywsu 
were based on discrete batches 
rn Utsht's "aoalysb." Tbe 
apart and the CBC would Rave 
full $3.8 million in overpaid m 
oirginauy called for by tbe au&tors. 



33.1 
intimately involved with CPC financii activities during 1992 and its acpionS and 
statements to the FEC auditors throughout dl audit phases. Each m w  have known the 
Andersons and their firm had done an outstanding job for the CPC. Each mist have 
known that the CPC. and not the Andersons. sought, obtai~ed, and a m  
to the Compliance fund based on batches of the redesignation statements. 
known Utrecht's arguments would be unsuccessful if the FEC auditors found out about the 
true origin and usage of the redesignation statements. 

Given the number of auditors, the lengthy audit perid, the number of meetings. the volume 
and type of documents withheld from the auditon, and &he number of false, &famatory 
statements made about the Andemns in a l l  audit stages, mber and type of documents 
in which the defamatory statements abu t  the Andersom 
could not have been successfui without the complicity and full undeastanding of Yam, 
Shachoy, and Wegehoft. Each must have "gone along with the SQV" during the audit. (Tab 4) 

33.2 Each must have been complicit in withholding documents from the FEG auditors ohat 
would have shown that the hdersons maintained good records and working papers that could 
have provided answers to the auditors' questions. Yet h h ,  defannatory statements were 
made against the Andersons even though the auditors were satisfied with tb amendments. 

33.3 Yates and Wegehoft were responsible for the redesignation data on the 
Compliance funds' computer and were also responsible for sending Lists of that data to Pat 
Anderson for her use in the designated contribution data "reconciliation" project. They 
must have been complicit in coveting up from the auditors evidence of "batches" of mlesignation 
forms and the relationship of the batches to the amounts transferred to the Compliance 
fund. 

Lyn Utrrxht, B a h m  Yam, h u m  Shachoy, and Allen Wegehoit were each 

, it is obvious the scheme 

33.4 
find out about the false statements. They must have conspired, or must have h o w n  about 
the conspiracy, to withhold payment to the Andersons in order to obtain "evidence" and 
"admissions" of mistakes from the Andemns, all of which have already been u d  by 
Utrecht and CPC against the hdersons . (Libel, Tab 15) 

33.5 Yates, and Wegehoft were present at every meeting thal UtmAt had with 
the Andersons in the offices of Public office Corpoiation, 91 1 second Stmet, N.E., 
Washington, D.C.. including the meeting where Utrecht instructed the fb~&rsons to destroy 
computer files. 

33.6 
Andersons acted inexerptly, unprofessionally, and greedily, by the act of 
redesignation statements, as evidence that Shachoy and Wrecht 
statements in the C X ' s  response to MUR 4192. 

33.7 
against the FEC for $3 million and destroyed the Andersons' 
The CPC's actions, embodied in Utrecht, Shachoy, Yates, 
bold, expert legal manewerings which reduced the CPC's 
to $1.4 W o n  and defended that outcome in 

Each must have been compticit in looking ahead to the day when the Andemns would 

Each was complicit in continuing to pursue their false claims that the 

Their combined, fraudulent actions produced a smaniag XIQ 

- aodersonRcpoFt-TPlb2- 



33.8 The CPC's top people are now hiding from libel claims by attempting 
to make the case that the audit documents are "privileged" communidons between the 
CPC and the FIX. Nonsenue. What chaos would ensue if those be ig  audited by a 
federal agency were "privileged" to lie. The overall strategy appears to be to prolong 
the process -- to drag this whole thing out -- until everyone in the pmcess gets tiped 
and, perhaps in years to come, when there is f u y  a trial, who will really care and who 
wiu be around to make amends? In the meantime, the h d e m n s  have a ruined business that 
can no longer generate viable income or be sold. They are Iefl with a ~ i n e d  reputation 
and the obligation for payments on a small building OR Capitol Hill that at one time 
provided offices for their once thriving business. 

33.9 Lyn Utnxht was the CPC's general counsel beginning a h t  
September 1992; she was preceded by Christine Varney of Hogan and 
Hartson, Washington, D.C. UtPecht is a partner of Qldaker Ryan Phillips Br Utrecht, 
Washington, D.C. She was a staff lawyer at the FEE during 1979-1984, deputy general 
counsel to the 1984 Dukakis pwsidential campaign; general counsel for Harkin 1992 
presidential campaign. From the Andemas' perspective, it a t  Utmht 
orchestrated the scheme, or orchestrated it on the instructions from her superiors 
at the Ciinton Primary Committee (CFC). flab 29, Doc A) 

Utrecht was intimately invoilved with every facet of the CPC"s FEE audit. She wrote 
and signed the CPC's response to the FEC Interim Audit Report in which the "new" 
arguments for the CPC to keep the money are presented, a key part of which was 
falsely blaming the Andersons as responsible for the designation statements. Utrecht 
was co-counsel with Laura Shachoy in MeTR 41192 and signed off on die CPC's response 
to MUR 4192, a document in which a repeat of the false statements about the Andersons 
appeared. Utrecht was sawy of the FEC audit process and how to manipulate the FIE 
in order to get a favorable audit outcome and at the same time keep the money in the 
Compliance fund. 

She called a meeting with the Andersons in January 1995, attended by Yates and Wegehoft, 
at which she told the Andersons the relationship between them and the CPC was King 
terminated. As won as possible, she wanted aU documents, every scrap of paper, that was 
not already in the storage mom to be. placed there and the keys turned over to the 
CFC. She instructed the bdersons to prepaxe to delete all computer files a d  
contributor data relating to their work on the campaign. Before f d  payment was 
tendered, she stated, the Andersons would be required to sign a statement they had 
complied with the instructions, which also included not 
matter relating to the 1992 CPC. (Tab 24, Doc BB) 

After the Andersons discovered the false statements, they wrote a letter to White House 
Counsel Abner Mikva advising him of the problem (Tab 24, EEOC CC). The AndeFsons never heard 
from Mikva. Utmht entered the picum again when she must have instructad her attorney 
to blast the Andersons with "red herrings" as "proof' that what Uvecht had stated in the 
CpC's Interim Audit Response about the Andersons was true; Utrecht's amorney 

sanctions. 

g to anyone about any 

r sued 
of the Andersons and they, along with their attorney, Mie Geltner, was hit with the 



~t every turn of events, including referring to sales and praposal tictcumen~ that tbe 
Aodemns were requested to sed to the white House duMg the fall of 
Tab 16). U m h t  has boldly defended, in legal filings b response to the 
suit, her f&e statements as me or substantially true. (Tab 15. Doc C, E, 

33.10 
located in Little Rock, Adcamas, was an active participant in the scheme. Yates was part 
of the grwp that prepwed tbe inaccurate N W 0  statements originally submitted to the FEC 
that manipulated the FE$Z into paying the epC more than $3 million in matching funds 
it did not deserve. She aud her assispant, AUen Wegebtl, also an eznployce of Baird 

'on and its Kum and Dobson, were responsible for the Compliam Puasa's 
management of the redesignation statements as they were m ~ ~ m e d  to Little Rock. Yates 
and Wegehoft, though located in Little Rock, have been ery meeting that the 
Andersons had with Utmht other than the occasions when z"at TSW went to Utrecht's 
ofice to talk to the FEC auditors over Umht 's  speaker phone. 

Bartrara Yates prepaffd the debts and ob 
activity that was also blamed on POC flab 9). Yam was intimapely invoivsd with the 
audit process and is quoted in the "exit" conference. She was ais0 the one paying the 
bills. The scheme to withhold payment of the Andemons invoices is likely to Rave been 
coordinated between Utrecht and Yates. Wegehoft was mpnsible for sending the Compliance 
fund's lists of redesignated contributions to Pat Anderson at POC. He was also in charge of 
the CPC and Compliance fund computers in Little Rock. 

33.11 
helping the CPC p q m e  for the audit; some of her activities involved working 
directly with the Andeersons. She also wrote and signed the CPC's response to MUR 
4192, a document in which Utrecht's original false statements about the Andersons were 
repeated. Shachoy must have known that the CPC, and not the Andemns, had obtained the 
redesignation statements. 

33.12 Uttrecht, Yates, Shachoy, and Wegehoft are legal and accounting consultants. 
The fund which benefitted the most in the fraudulent scheme was the legal and accounting fund of 
the general election. a fund restricted. to paying only legal and accounting fees. AU 
four were part of the general election's legal and accounting pmxss. 

in 

Barbara Yates, CPA, and a parPner of Baird Kurtz and Dobson. a CPA firm 

. .  

s schedules for the compliance rqmts, an 

Laura Ryan Shachoy, though located in Miusachu~s ,  was very active in 



34.0 

The Clinton Frimary Committee (CPQ had more than enough momy 
to pay its debts - evidenced by the way it dis@ of more 
thm $4 million AFTER receiving the undeserved 
matching funds. 



34.1 The Committee requested additioraaa matching funds based on inaccurate NOCO 
fimrancial statements. The W, unware the Committee had ulvepollted assets, paid the 
matching frands as the Committee quested. m e  the Clinton C~mmiaer: was taking the 
federal matching funds money, ostensibly to pay debts it would otherwke noP be able to 
pay, the Committee began disposing of more than $3 million on non-primary campaign items. 

34.2 The largest non-primary campaign expense was in the form of a series of 
transfers of money to the ClintodGore Compliance fund. for a grand total of $2,444557. 
The Compiiance fund is supposed to raise its own money and, by law, may not racehe 
federal money. Yet, the Committee began msfening contributions to the Compliance fund 
BEFORE it received its last matching fund payment. (Tab 11 and 14) 

34.3 
series of payments to an Arkansas friend of Bill Clinton's, W.P. Malone. Malone's 
payments for "professional services" began in August 1993 (more than a year after the 
primary campaign was over) and continued through March 1996, Clinrton's f a u d  year in 
office. The F?X never found out what Wone's "professional services" were for because the 
Clinton Committee refused to say more. The Commissioners dissualifed the payments as 
primary expenses but took no additionaI action. Maione got to keep t b  money. The FEC, 
nor anyone else, know, even today, what Malone did to earn a total of $842,100. [Details 
in Tab 17.1 

34.4 
matching funds money on other non-primary campaign expenditumes. Among these was a 
payment of 537,500 to Kimberly Moore, a campaign accounting department employee, who was 
apparently paid off not to bring sexual harassment charges against David Wallins, 
opelations manager of the Clinton Campaign. V s  in Tab 18 of Report.] 

34.5 
disposed of more than $4.670 million AFER it received an overpayment of matching funds 
from the FEC of 63.6 million; clearly the primary committee had excess money even before 
it requested additional matching funds! 

$2,444,557 transferred to Compliance fund (GELAC) 
842,100 non-qualified payments to W.P. Malone for unknown "professional services" 
270,384 penalties for using matching funds in other nonqualifed expendicunes 

40,859 penalties for Committee staledated c k h  (Audit 

The next largest non-primary campaign expenditure was in the form of a 

The Committee repaid the U.S. Treasury $270,384 in penalties for using 

The following summarizes the NON-primary items on which the Committee 

, Tab 28, Worn page 95) 

S 3,597,900 nonquaiifkd primary campaign expenditures AFTER receiving matching funds 
1,072,344 reduced repayment of ovelpaid matching funds (should have been $3.6 million) 

$ 4,670,244 total money out of the primary bank account BFTIER it received ovetlpayment of $3.6 m 



35.0 

The Committee's trattskm had the effect of using federal 
money to s u b s i b  the ClintonlGom '92 Compliance fwld 
by $2.4 million - the IBwhlQuayle compliance fund 
received hw) such subsidy. 

Thw, the distribution of public money, which p 
is to 'level" the campaign playing field 
it - before the fall election when it cou 
in favor of the: CtincodGare '92 campaign. 

101 d 111 - 
I 
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35.1 
presidcntid campaign is restricted to paying for legal and accounting expenses incurrod 
by its respective gened election c o d .  

35.2 
exceed $lo00 per contributor. Compliance fur& may accep redesi 
"overlimit" contributions, i.e. II the portion of an 

Generically speaking. the GELAC, aka Compliance fund, component of a 

A compliance committee is funded by private contributions that camof 

primary that ex& the $1000 limit. The mmp 

35.4 If there is not suacient money in the compli;ance fund to pay the legal 
and accounting expenses of the general election, the money must come out of the general 
election's granted amount. 

35.5 During September and October 1W2, the Committee solicited from 55,000 
primary contributors a signed redesignation statement which, the Committee told ate 
contributors, would authorize it to transfer that contribution from the primary to the 
compliance fund. More ihan 38,000 contributors responded and the Committee, between 
September 30, 1992, and March 1, 1993, made 15 transfers of money fmm the primary bank 
account to the compliance bank account; each tranferred amount equalled exactly the sum 
total of the individually redesignated contributions in the 15 "batches" transferred. 

35.6 
were "not permissible" because the transfers had the effect of depleting the CPC's 
assets before it5 debts were paid, creating the artificial appearance of deserving 
additional matching funds. 

The FEC auditors, looking back in time, Calc~laterJ that the redesignations 



35.7 
tothe Compliance fund had notthe FEZ paid the CPC an addi t id  $3 million in 

lBe Clinton primary Committee would aot have fwl tbe $2.4 W o n  to transfer 

matching funds (based on inaccurate PJOeo f w i a l  statements). 

35.8 
to Compliance was that federal matching funds money subsidized the ClintonlGore Compliance fund 
but not the BushlQuayle compliam~ fund, effectively tilting the distribution of public funds in 
Clinton's favor by $2,444,557. 

35.9 

n u s ,  the net efiect of the Ctinton primary Committee transfers of $2,444,557 

The Clinton CPC thinks it is unfair to have to abide by the election laws: 

l%e [Clinton] Committee argnres further that to q u i r e  the 
[ClintodGore '921 Comphce  C o d W  to transfer the funds 
back to the Primary Committee would result in unfairness to 
the Committee because it may leave insufficient amount in the 
Compliaace Fund to pay continued geoeral e l d o n  winding 
down cosu. 

(Final Audit Report, Tab 28. bottom 

35.10 
but not BushlQuayle campaign, thus the FIX auditors state: 

Letting the transfers stand is equivalent of subsidiziig the ClintodGore 

Therefore, for the Commission to forgo the transfer from the 
Compliance Committee and the PeCapNre of matchiag funds in 
excess of entitlement from the Committee, would constitute a 
matching fund subsidy for the CompLiance Committee. Such a 
subsidy would be weM beyond the statutory sckme. 

a, Tab 28, bottom page 90) 

"Well beyond the statutory scheme- is a nice way of saying in violation of the law. Further, 
it means that the ClintodGore '92 compliance fund was subsidized by $2.4 million in federal 
money but the Bush/Quayle campaign received no such subsidy. 

35.11 Democratic Commissioner McDonald, during tk December 1994 meeting, made 
the following statement in an attempt to sarwtically downplay both the Republican Commissioners' 
ire and the fact that what the Clinton Committee had done with the ovep id  
matching funds, by transferring $2.4 million to a genelal election compliance fund) 
created an unequal distribution of the public's funds, giving ClintodGore effectively 
$2.4 million more to spend than BushlQuayle: 

I can cite a number of cases where I feel as strongly as some 
of my colleagues about this case, and some of them when it 
actually made a difference before the election, instead of 
two years after. 

(FEC Open Meeting Transcript, Tab 27, page 98-99) 



35.U But Commissioner McDonald is wrong; the issue did snake a difference 
before the election of 1992. The CPC set aide assets in a sqrarate bank account 
with the plan in mind to solicit those contributors to redesignate thein primary 
contribution to the ChtodGore '92 compliance fund. Before the November election. 
$1,470,330.57 had actually been transferred from the primary bank account to the 
ChtodGoffi '92 compliance fund and the CPC had already received matching funds 
payments of 5.8 million and $2.8 million it did not legally deserve to replenish the 
primary's bgnk account. 

The remaining $1,OOO,OOO in transfers were not made until after the November 3 
election but for budgeting purposes, it didn't matter. The CPC already had the 
redesignation statements in hand and therefore could calculate exactly how much 
they could mmfer based on batches of redesignation statements. 

35.U Clearly, the Democratic FIX Commissioners allowed the Clinton Cornrniaee to 
manipulate federal matching fun& payments in such a way that the ChtodGore '92 
Compliance fund received $2,444,557 in federal matching funds without the same amount 
going to the &Ish/Quayle compliance fund. Clearly, the money msfers and knowledge of 
future transfers occured well before the November 3, 1992, general election and thus made 
a substantial difference to the ChtodGore '92 spending capabiity. 

35.14 The Republican Commissioners were upset, to say the least: 

Finally, it is grossly improper to adopt such a free-spending 
standard for only OM candidate (the current President of the 
United States), while every other campaign in the same cycle 
has been held to a different and stricter rule. 

(Republican Statement of Reasons, Tab 21, Doc C, page 8) 
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36.0 

The FEC is easily manipulated. 
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36.1 
agency, U.S.C. Title 18, Section 1001 (Tab 29, Doc Wab 3, Dac B), but the FEC doesn’t have the IT 
research issues, even if chbAaneq is s u m .  The FEc can subpoena infomation but that 
action is rarely used because it requires valuable resources and drags out the process. 
(Tab 29, Doc G.1 and H) 

In practice, this means that committees routinely ignore the quests of the auditors, as 
evidenced by numerous statements throughout the fhal au&t report where the Clinton Committee 
efused to respond to the auditors’ requests for information or documents. The CPC was 
obviously not womed about any repercussions. (Final Audit Report, Tab 28, examples on pages 
9, 17. 23.48, 49, 50,53, 63, 65, 74.75, and 76) 

36.2 
Doc I, Ew J. Doc G.l) 

It is a criolinal act to submit false and misleading infom&ovl to a federal 

The FEC is abused “equally” by both Democrats and Republicans. (Tab 29, Doc H, 

36.3 
v W y  ensures that past actions of a given committee will not be reversed if the 
committee: Ras the support of its respective-party commissioners. It takes four votes to 
reverse any action, otherwise, the past action, whether illegal or not, stands. That is 
what happened during the Commission meeting regarding the matching funds overpayment for 
the 1992 C h o n  committee: 

The basic 5 ( ~ c t u r e  of the Commission, i.e., three Democrats and three Republicans, 

A motion was made to support the m] Staff [auditors and 
general counsel] analysis requiring the application of 
private contributions to remaining net outstanding campaign 
obligations before the payment of further matching funds. 
That motion failed by a vote of three to three with 
~epublican] Commissioners Potter, Elliott and Aikens voting 
in favor and [Democratic] Commissioners McDonald, McGarry and 
Thomas voting against. A second motion to consider all post 
date of ineligibuty contributions unmatchable unless 
specifically designated for the primary election also failed 
by the same vote, 

(From FEC Final Audit Report, Tab 28, bottom page 94) 

36.4 Information given in IRS Form 1040 instructions (Tab 29, Doc 0) do not h U y  inform 
the taxpayer as to how the $3 checkoff (Tab 29, Doc 0.2) money i s  used. Absent announcements 
at the national nominating conventions advising viewers that tax dollars pay for the Democratic 
and Republican conventions, how are people to know? Further, very few people know that pnesidentia 
nominees cannot accept private contributions toward the November election, given that the 
presidentiaJ nominees are often the signatory on fundraising lenen that give the impression that 
the more money raised, the better the c h m s  of the nominee 
Very few people outside the federal election QTOCW, know how the FEC uses the taxpayers’ money in 
this most unique of federal programs. Revenues from the ckkoff are &dining (Tab 29, 
DocEandDocW). 

the mcessuy votes for victory. 





37.0 

BU Clinton p e m d y  guaranetxd - in exchange for public 
funding - that he an8 his aupfrorited colnrrnittec would abide 
by the election law. 
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37.1 Before receiving public fnaacing, the candidate must persadly guarantee 
to the FEC that Wshe and the a u t b o M  committoe, will submit to the Fu3 any information 
it requests and otkmise abide by the election law and pay penalties. as quired.  

A copy of Bi Clinton's personal guaraatee that be and his auarh0n;Zad comlplictee would 
abide by tbe e l d o n  law and comply with FIX requests in exchange for the public's 
matching funds money, is in Tab 29, Doc IUTab 3, Doc A. 

. 

- 
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373 
(complete opinion text in Tab 2 1, Doc 0) in which Lawrence Noble Sated that the Ckton 
Committee. with President Clinton as legally responsible. had violated two (statute 
text in Tab 29, Doc Land M). 

373 
opinion that By- I. Clinton had violated the law and that is me.  But it is also 
me that the Commission's vote was BEFORE even &e Amkrsons were aware that the CPC 
had bkmed them for obtaining the redesignation statements. 

In Tab 29, Doc P and Q, ape pages from FEC fiKt cwnsel's opinion on MUR 4192 

Utnxht may respond that the Commission's later vote rejected Noble's 





'Ibe Clinton Committee tied to the FEC in four wely 3; 

its scheme to defraud the C o d s s i o n  of 53 million 

38.1 The CFC lied about its treatment of pst-l)(ll contributions by blaoniag 
the Andersons firm, Public office, for seeking anwl OMainiag the mlesigaation statements 
by "mistake. " The commission acted u p n  the fake idomation that the 
CPC, obtained the statements. 

38.2 
that they must have known were in the poJsession of the Amksms.  

383 The CPC hid from auditors an untold numker of documents pertaining to 
the batches of redesignation statements the CPC had origmdy used as the basis to 
make the 15 transfers from the Primary to the Compliance fund. copies of which are in tple 
Report. The Commission acted on the false infomation that the vansfen were based on 
an "analysis" performed by the CPC. 

38.4 
Adersons, b W i g  them for everythaag from 
identifying their f m  "Poc" as king nsponsib 
order to reinforced to the FEC the idea W the 
redesignation statements without the CPC's knowledge, and two, the FIX was led to 
believe that the CPC's problems with the Andersons' services was the reason the 
CPC had to file amended compliance reports, and thus justifying the CPC's high 
winding down costs. 

The Commissioners voted twice to allow the controversial Clinton Committee actions to 
stand, once in the fd audit meeting, and her in the MUIP 4192 desiskin, but each vote 
was based on false arrd misleading information provided by the CPC which the 
Commissioners treated as true. 

The Repon shows that the CPC went to great lengths to "set up" the Andemns as 
responsible for seeking and obtaining the redesignation documents and even carried out 
certain of its p h s  to defend itself if the Andersons found out about the scheme. 

The CPC denied auditors access to documents and f-ial records 

rn CPC made other false and misleading satements about the 
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sahn warren McGarry, ehrimian 
Fe&eral ElrCrbn  eoarinrfon 
999 E street, NW 
Washingeon, DC 20463 

mar chairman HcSarry: 

A1 a condidate serking to eligible to P Presidential 
primary Zundo, I certify agree to the fall 

I am seeking t b  norrimtiom of M a  
for election to tne office at gttsbi in more than 
tme sfate. I and/or my autborizad 
received matchable contributionm which in the 
aggregate exceed SS,QQQ froa rasi&nts of each o f  at 
least twenty Stater which with respect to any one 
person do not rxcem!i $250.00. 

and will not incur quali ign expenses in 
excess of the expenditure l i d  
26 U.S.C. 5S035 anb 11 C.F .R.  P a r t  9035. 

I acknowledge that I have the burden of proving that  
disburseaentrs made by m e ,  an& any of my authorized 
committee or agents are qualified campaign expenses 
as defined at 11 C.F.R. 9032.9. 

documentation requirerarrtre set forth in 11 C.F.R. 
59433.11. 

I. 

11. I ana/or my authsrired c ttee hava nst incurred 

ons prescribed by 

111. 

I V  . I and ny authorized c ittte will comply w i t h  the 

7. D w n  ithi request ob the s iroion, I will supply an 
explanation o f  the connection between any 
disbursement -de by sa or my authorized tomittre 
and tbe campriqn as prescribed by,lX C.F.R. 
59033.l(b) ( 3 ) .  

VI. In aceoadancr with 11 C.F.R. S9033.1(b)(Q). I and my 
authoritad cmmittee agree to keep and furnish ta the 
Coxmission all d 
sub~isri~ns, any . rrcgrdn (including bank 
records for a11 accounts) asad rpupporthq 
drscrzpcntation md ather information that  the 
Commission st. 

tation f o r  llPiatsthing fund 

300  t 
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FoQaral Election Commission 
-w 2 

v f p .  A. p r w i d d  at 11 C.F.R. $9633.1[&)(5), I and my 
authorizsd coaaittea a g r a  to kcrap anb furnish to the 
Cozpllission a11 
diSb8LPs-t. 
recordm (incl 
end document. 
e h o ~  requir 
9033.11, and 
m y  request. Tste record. provided for tba post- 

ab11 also inclW 
a containing 811 i 
on my .ulhorizeB c 

Gi.brirsements, if my ruthorir 
its rQcoxds on ColPpUter. W p n  r% 
Commission, dacumentation explain 
softvare capahilitie shall also b provid@d. me 
production of a l l  c 
in conformance with C.F.R. 19843.12. 

teritard information shall 

VIII. I and ay authorized committee and fwmish 
to the Coimitsion upon r.quca 
relating to funds received an8 
my behalf by other pa1itical 
organizations associated wieh I+. 

IX. In accordance with 2 6  U.S.C. 59Q36 anb 11 C.F.R. 
59033.1(b)(4), I and 5 y  authorized cenaittec shall 
permit an audit and examination pursuant to 11 C . F . R .  
Part 9038 of all receipts and disbursements, 
including those made by me, all authorized committees 
and any agent or person authorized to make 
expenditures on my behalf or  on behalf of my 
authorized committees. I and my authorized committee 
shall facilitate the audit by making available in one 
central location, office space, records and such 
personnel as are necessary to conduct the audit and 
examination, and shall pay any amounts required to be 
repaid under 11 C . F . R .  Parts 9038 and 9039. 

Pursuant to 11 C . F . R .  g9033.l(b)(8), the person 
listed below is entitled to receive matching fund 
payments on my behalf which will be deposited into 
the listed depository which I have designated as the 
campaign depository. 
required by this paragraph shall not be effective 
until submitted to the Commission in a letter signed 
by me or the Treasurer of my authorized principal 
campaign committee. 

” 

m y  change in the information 

X. 

3 0 0 2  



7 chairman 
Federal Election Commission 

-1 Page 3 

L 

Name of person: Bruce Lindsey 
Mailing Address: Clinton €or President ConanLttee 

P.O. Box 615 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72703 

Designated Depository: worthen National Bank 

Address : 200 W. capitol Avenue 
Little Rack, AK 72201 

Xf . liursuant to 11 C.F.R. 59033.l(bp (9)  , ( 3 0 ) ,  and (11) , 
I ana my authorized committee will: (A) prepare 
matching fund submissions in accordance with the 
Federal Election Commission's Guideline for 
Presentation in G o d  Order, including the provision 
of any magnetic media pertaining to the matching fund 
submissions and which conforms to the requirements 
specified at 11 C.F.R. 09033.12; (B) comply with the 
applicable requirements ~f 2 U . S . C .  4431 et sea.; and 
the Commission's regulations at 11 C.F.R. Parts  100- 
115, and 9031-9039; (C) pay civil penalties included 
in a conciliation agreement imposed under 2 D.S .C.  
5437g against myself, any o f  my authorized committees 
or any agent thereof. 

Sincerely, 
h 

a 
Governor Bill Clinton 

c 
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% 18. CRlm AND CRIMINAL P l R o c l ~ w ~ ~  0 ID01 

refusing 10 make any political contrihtion. or working or refusiog DO 
work on behalf of any candidate. Any pmon who violates this scc- 
tion shall be fined not more lhan 55,000 or imprisoned not more than 
three years. or bath. 

5 1WL Statements of entries g e n e d y  
Whoever. in any matter within the jurisdiction of any depart- 

ment or agency of the United States knowingly and willfully falsifEs. 
conceals or covers up by any trick sckme. or device a mated fact, 
or maices any false, fictitious or fraudulent s ~ m t s  or represmta- 
tions. or makes or uses any falo writing or document knowing thr: 
same to contain any false. fictitious or fraudulent statement or entry. 
shall be fined not more than $10.000 or imprisoned not more than 
five years, or both. 
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BACKGROUND on Federal Elections 

J 

Most taxpayers are familiar witb the first question on IRS Fonn 1040 about 
whether or not to divert $3 of their taxes to the Presidential hiblic Funding 
program (Program). Beyond the checkoff question concerning funding for the 
only U.S. Government program which is at the direct mercy of the individual 
Qypayer, this unique government program receives little attention. Few 
know specifics of how the money is spent or how it is accounted for. 

Rather, the public's attention has been focused on presidential funding of 
another type: campaign fmance abuses regarding private contributions, 
particularly those solicited by the 1996 presidential candidates for themselves 
and their political party. Again, little attention has been given to abuses 
which have occurred in the checkoff Program even though every four years it 
gives more than twice as much money to each major presidential candidate than 
what each raises privately. Moreover, since its creation in 1976, the Program 
has poured over a billion doLlars into the "political" process of electing the 
president of the United §fates. 

The presidential election ritual begins every four years with state caucuses 
and presidential primary elections. Few of the voters and onlookers know that 
for example, in 1992, the presidential election year relevant to the Anderson 
Report, taxpayers provided a total of 543 million which was paid by the Program 
in what is, in essence, "public assistance" to the field of Democratic and 
Republican presidential candidates who participated in the caucuses and 
primaries. During the summer of that same year, millions of Americans watched 
the Democratic and Republican political conventions on television. Not many 
viewers were aware, however, that the taxpayer-funded Program completely 
financed those events. Each political party had received a grant of $1 1 
million from the Program, the legal limit that could be spent by each party 
on its respective convention. 

Also, within 48 hours of the end of each convention, the party's nominee 
received a $55 million grant from the Program which is to be spent on the 
campaign of the presidential and vice presidential candidates -- all the money' 
the election law allowed to be spent on the general election. Though the names 
of both President Bush and Governor Clinton appeared on many appeals for money 
during the fall campaign, not a penny raised from those fundmising efforts 
could be, or was, added directly to the $55 million grant. 

In addition to sepmte primary and general election committees; presidential 
candidates have yet a third committee, generically r e f e d  to as a "general 
election legal and compliance fund." The compliance fund is interchangably 
known by its acronym GELAC. Unlike the primary and general election 
committees, however, the compliance fund is not supposed to benefit from money 
in the Program. Only private contributions, if specifically solicited for the 
compliance fund, are considered legal funding. Typically, nominees raise 
between $3 and $6 million for their compliance funds but there is no legal 
limit to the total amount of money that may be raised. 

Anderson Report - Background - Tab 03, Page 1 of 4 
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The com~fiance fund is d trictive in that it may spend its mo 
paying expenses which have been determined by the FkC as q d l e d  legal and 
accounting expenses of the general election committee. The general election 
committee itself has no restriction on the amount of money it may spend on 
legal and accounting expenses per se, as long as the futed, overall spendtng 
limit imposed by the the amount of the Program's grant ($55 million in 1992) is 
not exceeded. 

Put another way, the compliance fund may pay as many of the general election's 
legal and accounting bills as there are funds available. The more legal and 
accounting expenses the general election can offload to the compliance fund, 
the more grant money will be left in the general election committee available 
for purchasing services and things like television ads, which more directly 
relate to getting the candidate elected in November. 

The theory behind public financing of presidential primaries is to encourage 
qualSed candidates to run for their party's presidential nomination by easing 
the candidate's burden of fiundraising, thus giving candidates more time to 
devote to important public issues. 

So far as the public financing of pokitid conventions and the general 
election campaigns is concerned, the obvious objective is to create a "level 
playing field". By providing each party the same amount of public money to 
spend on the nationally televised political conventions and the ensuing 
presidential general election campaigns, supposedly the focus will shift 
from money to public issues. 

To recap, the Program gives all of the money it receives from the $3 checkoff 
to the political process of electing the president. First priority is given to 
setting aside money for the nominating convention grants; second priority is 
setting aside money that will be granted to the two general election nominees. 
The Program's remaining money is paid out to presidential primary candidates 
who qualify to receive assistance in the form of matching funds. None of the 
Program's money goes toward voter registration, or electronic voting booths, or 
the general administrative costs of the Federal Election Commission (FEC), the 
federal elections regulatory agency. 

The FEC has the oversight responsibility for all campaigns relating to federal 
public office, that is, it tracks contributions and expenditures for all 
campaigns of candidates running for the U.S. Senate, the U.S.House of 
Representatives, and the President and Vice President of United States. The 
FEC is also the Program's administrator. 

In exchange for public funds from the Program, the candidate gives a personal 
guarantee that the legal entity authorized as the candidates' agent, called a 
committee, will abide by the election law and fuKd any reporting and 
documentation requirements of the FEC. Even with the candidates' personal 
guarantee, the FEC's responsibility of dispensing the public's money fairly and 
making sure it is properly accounted for is a difficult job. (Tab 3, Doc A) 

Anderson Weport - Background - Tab 03, Page 2 of 4 - 



- As it is commonly known that making a false or misleading statement to a 
federal agency is a criminal offense (Tab 3, Doc B). Thus, the FEC presumes, 
as it should, that as an agency of the federal government, case is taken by 
candidates and committees to submit to it only trutlhful and, in theory, 
verifiable information in mandatory reports and statements. Like most federal 
agencies, however, it does not have enough resources to support a complete 
verification of information or full investigatory process. 

. 

. . .  
i :  

. . .  . .  
..i 

I : '  

Thus, the FEC auditors, general counsel, and commissioners rely solely on "the 
moSt recent" information submitted to it as the basis for enforcement 
decisions. Where candidates and committees need to change any information 
initially reported to the FEC, "amendments" to the original reports or 
subsequent statements to the FEC are always gratefully accepted and, 
thereafter, regarded as the latest information upon which enforcement and 
regulatory decisions are made. 

Moreover, the FEC is faced with the challenge that the authorize61 committee of 
a candidate who accepted Program money, usually in the person of the 
committee's general counsel, will do everything possible to put a favorable 
"spin" on committee actions in order to maximize the committee's use of public 
funds and othenuise reduce any repayments the auditors might call for. 

It is for this reason that the audit of committees receiving public funds are 
sometimes lengthy and laborious. Everyone has an opportunity to "have a say" 
about the "issues" at hand, which usually have to do with money and whether 
or not repayment is due the U.S. Treasury. 

Final audit repayment decisions are made by the Commissioners, three Democratic 
and three Republican political appointees, who meet and dicuss publicly the 
findings of the auditors before they vote. A 3-3 tie vote means a committee's 
past actions stand -- that is no action is taken by the FEC. Before the FEC 
can reverse a committee's past actions or require repayment, the Commissioners' 
vote must have at least a 4-2 split. If the three Democratic Comissioners 
unite their vote against the Republican Commissioners, a tie creates the 
situation that a committee does about what it pleases with political backing. 

In 1992, Bill Clinton and AI Gore, on behalf of the ClintoniGore '92 General 
Election Committee, accepted the hogram's $55 million grant with which to 
conduct their general election campaign (as did President Bush and Vice 
President Quayle for their general election committee). Before ihe general 
election, Bill Clinton's Primary Committee had received a total of $12 million 
from the Program's matching funds assistance (George Bush's primary had 
received $1 1 million in matching funds). 

Two years later, after the completion of the audit of the Clinton Primary 
Committee, the FEC auditor's formally recommended that the Commissioners 
require the Clinton Primary Committee to repay a total of $4.3 million, $3.6 of 

- Anderson Report - Background - Tab 03, Page 3 of 4 ,. 
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which they showed had been paid from the Program in excess of the Clinton. 
Primary Committee's entitlement. The Clinton prlmiiq Comminee submined legal 
arguments to avoid repayment. The Democratic Commissioners supp~fied the 
arguments to repay the Program's money which had been submitted by the general 
counsel of the campaign committee of the first Democrat in the White House in 
twelve years. The FEC auditors, general counsel, and Republican Commissioners 
opposed the arguments to keep the $3.6 maon .  A tie voce along pa!ty lines 
ensued and the Clinton Primary Committee's actions taken two years earlier went 
unchecked. The Clinton primary Committee repaid some $1.4 million of the 
$4.3 million recommended originally by the Fu: auditors. 

The Anderson Report is a five-volume document concerning the controversial 
audit of President Clinton's first primary committee. It focuses on the main 
issue of the audit, overpaid matching funds, not from the standpoint of whether 
or not the Democratic Commissioners or the Republican Commissioners were right 
or wrong in their interpretation of the law, as reflected in their votes. The 
Democratic Commissioners are entitled eo their legal opinion just as the 
Republicans, FEC auditors, and FEC general counsel are entitled to theirs. 

Rather, the purpose of the Anderson Report is to show that the opinions of the 
Commissioners, both Democratic and Republican, were arrived at based on certain 
critical information given to the FEC by the Clinton Primary Committee's 
general counsel and that the information was COMPLETELY FALSE. 

The Anderson Report also shows that those at the Erw3 -- on both sides of the 
issue -- used the false information in their arguments. The false information 
"enabled" the Democratic Commissioners to support the Clinton for P r e s i d a  
Committee and at the m e  time "prevented" those that opposed the Clinton 
Primary Committee's arguments from making more effective arguments that the 
money should be repaid. As such, the Anderson Report concludes that the false 
information submitted to the FEC by Clinton himary Committee's general counsel 
stacked the audit outcome in the favor of the Clinton Primary Committee. 

To recap: The Anderson Report recounts the arguments made by both sides. It 
does not stand in judgment of the arguments one way or another or weigh the 
merits of the arguments, one way or another. Rather it shows that the false 
statements materially affected the Commissioners' final vote. It is clear from 
the documented facts in the Anderson Report that if the Clinton primary 
Committee had addressed the information truthfully, and not made the false and 
misleading statements, it would have had to repay the full S3.6-million in 
overpaid matching funds (the bulk of the $4.3 million total repayment) as the 
FEC auditors had originally recommended. 

3009 
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Update on the 1W2 Matching. 
FundPrograrn 
By the end of March 1993. the 

commission had eutified almost 
$429 million b matching hnds to thc 

who qualified for the 1992 matching 
fund pr~gram. March 1 was the last 
day candidaks could quest march- 
ing funds in an original subnaisdon. 
(Only phret candidates made submis- 
sions on that dace.) ?he Commission 
certified payments for the last submis- 
sions in late hlarch. and the payme.nts 
wae made by the U.S. Tnasury in 
early April. (See able below.) 

Candida~es may continue IO make 
resubmissions through Seprembn 
1993, allhough payments based on 
resubmissions uiU probably be small. 
(Resubmissions conmin conctributions 
that were previously rejected because 
of deficiencies in he original sub 
mission.) + 
Matching Fund Papenb 
Through April 1993 

Cancliidate Total 

. ' 
11 Bnsidenpial prirrnary Sandidatu 

Cumulative 

Republicans 
Patrick Buchanan S 5,199987 
George Bush 10.658521 

269,692 
4,239,405 

12.536.1 35 
2,103.362 
2,195,530 
2.995.449 

289.027 

2,013323 3019 
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CHRONONLOGY 

CLINTOM/GORE '92 GENERAL ELECTION COIPLIANCE FUND 
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Interim Audit Report to 

the Committee 
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Interim Audit Report 
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Final Audlit  Report Approved 12/27/94 



lTEM 1. William R. Anderson and ]Patricia W. Anderson concur with the 
FEC general counsel's opinion in r Under Review 41192 that the Clinton for 
President Committee (Primary Committee), William I. Clinton, candidate, ivsd the 
ClintodGore '92 Geneml Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Committee 
(GELAC), W i U b  J. Clinton and Albert Gore, Jr., candidates, violated 11 
C.F.R. 9003.3(a)(l), lW.l4(d), and 9034.5(a) when the Primary Committee: 

-- Submitted inaccurate financhi inforrnatirpa in its Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligation (NOCO) financial statements (Tab 21, Doc D, page Is), and 

-- Tmdemed $2.4 d i o n  to the G U C  while the primary Cornminee still 
had debts (Tab 21, Doc D, page 16). 

lTEM 2. The Andersons provide proof h their Report that the 
&imary Committee and GELAC Committees led by Lyn Utrecht, general counsel in 
Washington, D.C., Laura Ryan Shachoy, cocounsel, from Boston, Massachusetts area, 
and aarbara Yates, its CPA in Little Rock, Arkansas, manipulated the FEC's decision 
making process by making false and misleading statements to the FEC during the audit 
of the Primary Committee. The lhimary Committee also obstructed the justice sought by 
the Complainants in MUR 4192 when its attorneys repeated to the FEC in that matter, 
the same false statements about the Andersons that had originally been made during 
the audit. 

The following enumerates the %wary Committee's false and misleading statements 
to the Federal Election Commission, a violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 1001: 

-- The Primary Committee falseiy stated that its vendor POC, the Andersons' firm, 
sought and obtained approximately 38,01w) designation statements without the 
knowledge of the primary Committee. The Primary Committee stated that the 
designation statements should not have been requested and referred to a 
financial incentive provision in the vendor's contxact to obtain additional 
documentation as the motive. The Anderson Report shows that the 
Primary Committee obtained the redesignation statements using its staff and 
other resources in Little Rock, Arkansas. (Refer to Tabs 4 and 5) 

-- As part of its coverup of the origin of the designation statements, the 
primary Committee withheld information and original documents from the FEC 
auditors that could show a precise correlation between the 15 separate bank 
transfers (adding up to $2,444,557 and the sum of the individual batches of 
designation statements, which, if taken aU together, also add up to 
$2,444,557. (Refer to Tabs 6, 7, and 14) 

-- The pI.imary Committee fakly stated that the $2,444,557 transferred to the 
3012 GELAC was a figure hhat could be accounted for by tbe Primary Committee's 

"analysis" of the disputed contributions. (Refer to Tab 7) 



ats to the FEC P - The Primary Committee made false and lnislea 
that negatively reflected on the quality of the professional services and expertise 
of the Andersons and their firm POC, singling out Boc as the only vendor that 
was not vigorously defended by the Primary Committee during the audit. 
(Refer to Tabs 8, 10, and 11) 

- The Primary Committee denied the existence of work pagers and records 
thereby preventing the FE@ from examining documents the Primary Commitoee: 
must have known all dong were in the possession of POC. flab 8) 

-j 

- The Primary Committee falsely stated in Attachment 5 of the find audit 
report that "POC" prepared Debts & Obligations Schedules from "inception 
through March, 1993" which gave the false impression that it was because 
of POC's poor services that the data was reentered and amendments filed. 
POC assisted the Primary Committee for the first four months in 1992; 
thereafter, its accounting department in Little Rock filed the reports. 
(Refer to Tab 9, POC Did Not Prepare Debts & Obligations Schedules) 

that it was because of POC's unprofessional and poor quality work that the 
Primary Committee had to prepare the complete set of amendments that were 
filed in July 1993. POC's work was excellent in all respects. 
(Refer to Tabs 8, IO, and 11) 

false impression that POC's management of matching funds prior to Clinton's 
period of "ineligibility" was slow; Utrecht stated that slow processing 
created an "unfair" situation where the Primary Committee could not get 
its full entitlement of matching funds before it entered that period. 
(Refer to Tab 1 1, POC's Matching Funds Nearly Perfect) 

-- The Primary Committee created the false impression to the FEC 

-- The h i m a r y  Committee made misleading statements that gave the 

The false and misleading statements were submitted to the FEC in either Utrecht's 
July 1994 Response to the FEC's Interim Audit Report for the Clinton for President 
Committee. or in Attachment 5 of the Clinton for President Committee's final audit 
report. Crab 23, Utrecht's Interim Audit Response and UuechtlShachoy Response to 
MUR 4192) 

Other statements represented informal information given to the auditors which they 
included in both their Interim Audit Report, released in April 1994, and Final Audit 
Report, released in December 1994. 

Because the false and misleadhg statements represented "explanations" to the 
auditors' f k b g s  and concerns, they were repeated by the auditors and appeared in 
their report to the Commissioners, the fd version of which - with false 
statements appearing as truth in the ofTicM document - was released to the federal 
election commrunity. (Tab 28, F i  Audit 
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S w a r y  of Signif icant “Money” Events - C l  Snton f o r  President 1992 

.......................................... 
P E GAO Hatchtl 
P E 6190 Matchll 
P E GAO Natchtl 
P E GAO MatchX2 
P E GAO Matchd3 
P E GAO Matcht4 
P E GAO Matcht5 
P E GAO Match#6 
P E GAO Matcht7 
P I E  GAO Matchla 
P I E  GAO Match#9 

G I E  GAO Desig Matchdl0 
G I E  GAO Desig MatchdlO 
G I E  GAO NoDes i g X 
G I E  S NoDes i g X 
6 I E  S NoDes i g X 
6 IE S NoDes i g X 
G I E  S NoDes i g X 

I E  § PioDesig X 
.......................................... 

Date Range 

91 080 1-91 0930 
911001-91 I031 
91 1301-91 1130 
911201-911231 
9201 01 -92013 1 
920201-920229 
920301-920331 
920401-920430 
920501-920531 
920601-920630 
920701-920715 
9207 16-920731 
920801-920805 
920806-920820 
920821-920831 
920901-920930 
921001-921031 
921 101-921 130 
921201-921231 

.---------------- 

.---------------- 

I of 
Deposits contributions 

I 200,928 
643 , 677 
349,481 

2 , 079,808 
1,590,683 
2 , 288,926 
2,141,237 
2,396,679 
2,332,142 
3 , 032 , 741 
1,571,367 
2,684,216 

668,615 
1,544,110 

396,161 
469,253 
402,275 
166.821 

65 
$24,959,194 

604 
3,145 
1 286 
5,902 
5 , 258 

12,136 
9,526 

10,071 
12,225 
40,779 
26,782 
51,357 
11,645 
30,967 

4 , 092 
6,472 
5 , 736 
1 , 772 

4 
239,759 

P = Czmpai n inception t o  nomination, the o f f i c i a l  period o f  the Primary; 
afterw ich it be an t o  wind down i t s  o erat ion even though i t continued 
t o  accept contr i  utions and request ma ching funds. 

G = Nomination through November national e lect ion represents General Election. 

E = Harks the deposits that were submitted f o r  matchin funds, the payments 
f o r  which were RECEIVED during Clinton’s e l i g i b i l i  P y, the period i n  which 
h is  Comnittee d i d  not have t o  prove “need” t o  e t  matching funds. 

I E  = Harks the deposits which were submitted f o r  ma 9 ching funds, the payments fo r  
which were received during Clinton’s I N e l i  i b i l i t y ,  the eriod i n  which h is  
Comnittee had t o  prove “need” before qual i  3 ying f o r  matc ! ing funds. 

6AO - Contributions deposited i n  Primary Comnittee’s regular account, the general 
operatin account (GAO). 

S = Contribu 9 ions deposited i n  the Primary Comnittee’s “suspense” account 
which was opened August 21. 1992. 

Desig = Per Utrecht’s a r  uments post-nomination contributions which were 
roperly designafed t o  the Pr imary Cami t te  and thus matchable. 

NoDesig = f e r  Utrecht’s arguments, contributions which were NOT properly 

i! e it 

designated t o  the Primary Cornittee which should inure t o  the GELAC. 
No difference could be found by the auditors between Desig & NoDesig. 

Hatch# = Marks period i n  which contributions were submitted f o r  matchin funds. 
the previous month’s contributions were SM %m i t t e d  
the month and the FEC ce r t i f i ed  an amount 

Primary Camnittee a t  month’s end. 

X = Marks the period during which the Pr imary Cornittee received 52.9 m i l l i o n  
i n  contributions, none o f  which were submitted f o r  matching funds. Mtrecht, 
i n  her wr i t ten Response, stated the Primary Comnittee performed an analysis 
of the $2.9 mi l l i on  and detemined that  $2.7 m i l l i o n  was not properly desi nated 
t o  the Primary; she stated that  i s  where the S2.4 mi l l i on  transferred t o  t it e 
GELAC came from. There may have been an anal sis, but the $2.4 m i l l i o n  came 

t o  one o f  the 15 lum -sum transfers shown on the GAO and suspense bank 
from the sum o f  15 batches o f  redesignation s r: atements, each correlat ing 

statements as gofng e o the GELAC; that relat ionship was kept f rom the auditors. 

- 3016 
&&rson Rmport - Mmmy E v m t ~  - Tab 3, Pagc 1 of 1 



ANDESON lREpoaT - NU%'§ 
PLAN - S'EP ONE: CPC causes FEC to pay matching funds to which it not entitled. 

> By not reporting assets deposited in "suspense" account. 
> By liberally estimating future winding down obligations. 
> Combination made CPC appear to FEC to be much poorer than it really was. 

FIRSF PLAN - SI'EP TWCk CPC shifts "excess primary assets" to Compliance fund. 
> By using undeserved $3.6 million in matching funds as "receivable" to "calculate" excess money. 
> By requesting of remaining 55,000 "primary" contributors they sign "REdesignation" statement. 
> By processing some 38,000 returned signed redesignation statements into "batches". 
> By making 15 transfers (total $2.4 million) to Compliance fund based sum of conaibs in batches. 

FIRSIPLANFW 
> FEC auditors on firm legal ground that CPC may not request/receive matching funds while shifting 

"primary" assets to Compliance fund; redesignation statements "not permissible" under those conditions. 
> Auditors nicely showed CPC had money to pay debts, repay Treasupy $3.6 million, and still leave 

some $ I  million in the Compliance fund (thus utilizing some, but not all) redesignation statements. 
> Speculate someone had egg on face; CPC legal team should have known FEC regs did not permit viewing 

matching funds as "receivable" asset when "calculating" "primary" contributions in exms  of debts. 

SECOND PLAN - !TlEP ONE: CPC avoids repayment; states 55,000 contributions are "non-primary". 
> By citing arcane reg requiring contributions to "federal" elections received &r "last" election 

(Clinton's nomination) must be designated "in writing"; otherwise must inure to "next" election. 
> By claiming CPC contributions in question to be non-primary because no "in writing" designation 

existed; stated contribs belonged to "next" election; stated Compliance fund was "next" election. 
> If contrib status was non-primary, then CPC off hook for not reporting "primary" assas and could then 

shift "non-primary" assets to Compliance fund while CPC still in debt; "ladnext" only legal point. 

SECOND PLAN - 
> By stating redesignation statements unnecessary; calling them superfluous. 
> By obliterating "legal" significance of redesignation statements (which were "in writing" designation 

CPC claimed was necessary, but lacking, before contribs to be "properly" designated for primary). 
> By stating to FEC redesignation statements existed solely as result of actions by inexpert vendor 

which had greedily obtained the 38.000 redesignation statements without knowledge of CPC. 
> By stating checks made payable to CPC not sufficient "in writing"; cite FEC Helms Opinion as support. 
> By covering up correlation of "batches" of signed statements to 15 transfers with CPC "analysis". 

SECOND PLAN SUCCEEDS: 
> Democratic Commissioners supported necessity of "in writing" designation if contribs to be primary; 

they viewed redesignations only as proof contributor wanted contribution to go to Compliance. 
> Republican Commissioners could not overcome (false) information that redesignations were a "mistake"; 

unable to make Democratic Commissioners acknowledge that CPC treated early "post-nomination" 
contribs as "properly" designated primary contribs (and matched), while later "post-nomination" 
contributions were treated as "not properly" designated and shifted to Compliance fund. 

TWO: CPC covers up evidence contrary to "legal" foothold in "ladnext" reg. 

> Two 3-3 Commissioner tie votes ensued; actions of CPC went unchecked. 

SECOND PLAN'S "LEGAL" ARGUMENT S U C C E S S W Y  D E Z E I W ~  
> FEC Matter Under Review 4192 was FEC complaint protesting audit outcome. 
> CPC defended the audit outcome by repeating its only "legal" foothold ("ladnext" argument) and 

also stated again that it was the vendor which obtained "unnecesary" redesignation statements. 
> FEC general counsel (not so nicely) recommended that there was reason to believe CPC violated rwo 

laws (inaccurate financial statements to EEC and shifting primary money while CPC still in debt) 
> Nevertheless, Democratic Commissioners still voted another 3-3 tie and E C  dropped MUR 4192; 

original complainants now in appeal after first suit failed to make PEC enforce ekction law. 

VENDOR SUES CPC & its general counsel for libel - tied up in court 3 years; CPC claim privilege. 
> Vendor reveals to FEC, Justice, & Burton Cmte. evidence that CPC made false statements. 

CPC = Clinton Primary Commitwe 
e k 3017 
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Anderson Report - Tab 4 

4oo3-4840: Documents which show m4: I d  not obtain reaksignation statements 

As explained in Documentary References (Tab 2, Sections 2.0 and 3.0) the 
Clinton primary Committee, beginning in September of 1992. sought from the 
last 55,oQo of its contributors, redlesignation statements. Some 38,000 of 
its contributors signed the statements which the CPC then used as le@ 
justification for transferring $2.4 million from the "primary" to the 
ClintodGore '92 general election Comphce fund. Thme signed statements 
proved the contributions were first primary campa@ COnttibMtiOQS. It was 
only after being asked to do so, did the contributors reassign (redesignate) 
their primary contributions to the general election's Compliance had. 

The FEC auditors, however, did not view the signed statements as legal 
justification for transferring "primary" contributions while the CPC was 
simultaneously receiving matching funds payments from the FEC. The 
regulations state this is illegal. In addition, the FEX auditors stated 
that the CPC should have applied all contribution assets to its debts before 
calculating additional entitlement to fedeml money. (The CPC had failed to 
report assets in a newly opened bank account to the FEC -- an action which 
was part of the reason the FEC had overpaid the CPC to begin with.) The 
auditors recommended repayment of some $3.6 milIi0.n 

To justify keeping the money in the Compliance fund and to justify not 
reporting all of its assets while requesting matching funds, the CPC claimed 
the 55,OOO contributions were "not primary" contributions after aU because 
the contributions had not been properly designated "in writing" to the 
election (primary nomination) just passed. 

If viewed as non-primary contributions, the CPC was off the "legal" hook for 
not reporting "primary" assets to the EaEC and off another "legal'' hook for 
transfening "primary" contributions to the general gene& while still 
accepting matching funds to pay its debts. 

The only problem was that the signed documents which had obtained months 
earlier from Little Rock headquarters proved the contributions were, in 
fact, properly designated "in writing" to the primary -- the signed 
statements proved the contributions were primary contributions. 

To hide and otherwise negate that legal proof, the CPC denied its 
responsibility for its affirmative action of seekjng and obtaining the 
signed statements. Rather, it claimed to the FEC that the signed statements 
existed because a greedy and inexpen vendor, the Andemns' fum which the 
EEC auditors knew was located in Washington, D.C., obtained the statements 
without the CPC's knowledge. 

This section contains documents -- the hard evidence -- that it was the 
CPC, using its staff and other resources in Little Rock, which obtained 
the signed statements. The Anderson Report labels this egregious 
false and misleading statement as "False Statement #1" . 

Anderson Report - Tab 4 - False #I -Page 1. of3 

______-____---__---_------------------------------------------------------------ 



Clinton prinaary C 0 d t k x 9 s  False Statement P1: 

"The d t o r s  focused here on whether these comibufions were properly 
redesignated to the Compliance Fund, bur. in fact. in order to have 
been considered primary cowiburionr in the first instance, ehe regulations 
required that they be deslignaed in writing for the primry. Very 
few of them were so designated. The Com3ree's vendor who processed these 
contribulions treated them as "redesigm'ons" even though they wre  not. lhnt 
vendor's contract had been negotiaed ewly in the by the Committee's 
original counsel id included an incentive for rtse vendor PO treat 
contributions as though additional documentm*on or afldavit was necessary. 
Under the contract, rhe vendor received M &t iod  m u i i t  per conr&m*on 
for which addi'tional docwnanran'on or M afldevir was obtained. The camminee 
stafldid nor see rhese connibm'ons m i l  well afrer the election. but relied 
soleiy on the vendor's expertise to handle the contributions appropriately. ,, 

Frsm Clinton Primary CommiOtee's (CPC) lnterim Audit Response 
Submitted to FEC on July 6, P M ,  by CPC General Counsel Lyn Utrecht 
Full text in Tab 23, Doc A, 233040 (original bold eaaphrss;s is S ~ O W Q )  

False Statement #1 as understood and repeated by the FEC auditors: 

". . . n e  Committee states that the redesigmtiom were obtained by the ve&r 
who processed contributionsfor the Committee withour rhe Committee's 
knowledge. The erplnnarion suggests that due to provisions in thar vendor's 
contract, the vendor stood to gain by sending the redmigrrarrion requests. * 

Quoted from FEC Final Audit Report on Clinton prinrary Committee 
Released December 27,1994 
FuM text in Tab 28, Doc 28089 (full &issussion pages 2 

False Statement #l as understood and 

"In response to the interim report, the primary Committee [CPC] argues thru the 
subjecr contribm'ons were undesigwed, and thus, WJder I I C.F.R. 110. I @)e) 
(ii). could be viewed as GELAC [compliance frmdl contributions since they 
were received afier ehe cMdidae's DOI [ h e  of ineligibilify/mmim*on]. 
nte Primary Committee conten& that the redesignan'ons were per$ormed by 
mistake by a fonner vendor. " 

by the ~ C ' S  General Caumf4: 

Quoted from Memorandum to FEC Audit Division from FEC @enern1 Counsel 
Lawrence Noble, dated November 3,1994; this memorandum is included 
as part of the FEC Final Audit Report Released Deamber 27,199Q 
Full text in Tab 21, Dss 21016 



Tab 64- Descripthn of Documen@ which Re- CPG's Fabe statement #I: 

Doc -/A - Copy of a memo from Pat Anderson to Bill Aridemn on September 4,1992, in which 
Pat states that POC must complete the data entry and send mag tapes on a daily basis to 
Schuh Advertising for the "conversion of primary contribs to G[EILAC eonaibs." 

I)oe 4004/B - Copy of a note from Schuh AdvertKing to Pat Andmon requesting a comction in 
the magnetic tape format for the "Redesignation Letter" data. 

Doc 4 W / C  - Copy of a manual log of the tapes and records sent to "ER [Little Rock] Schuh 
Advertising" and showing the "suspense" data sent to Arktole Computing in Washiington, which 
tint used the tape and then forwarded it to Schuh to include in the redrsignation mailing. 

Doc 4006-U/D - Copies of the tape layout that accompanied each different tape sene to 
Schuh Advertising direaly from POC between September 10 - 17, 1992. 

Doc 40014151E - Copy of an actual designation letter sent from Little Rock (Doc E.2 shows 
original envelope and post marks). The later refers to a contribution raeeived in 
November but the form at the bmm of the letter is exactly like the form of an actual 
signed redesignation form as shown in Document F. 
Doc 4Q18lF - Copy of designation statement from the original batch of rodesignation 
statements transferred September 30, 1992; a copy of the entire batch is in Tab 06. 

Doe @I9116 - The facsimile of Bill Clinton's signature which POC used on thank you Icners; 
it does not match the facsimile signature on the redesignation letter shown in Doc E. 
Doc 4(tMz3/H, H.2, nnd I - Show that BBc's instructions were to include checks that had any 
reference to the General Elmion on the redesignation mag tapes sent to Schuh. 

Doe 4024!J - Copy of a page from the GELAC's disbursement schedule for September 1992; it 
shows that the GELAC wrote a chefk for 510,150.00 on September 16, 1992, to the U.S. 
Postmaster for the "Redesignation Letters", showing Little Rock was purchasing the postage. 

Dae 41025M -- Copy of page from the same GELAC disbusesnent schedule for September 1992; it shows 
that payments of $18,043.74 on 9/28/92 and $19.469.83 on 9/29/92, both to 
Lloyd Schuh Advertising and koth for the purpose of the "Rodesignation Mailing." 

Doc 4826L - Letter from an investigator hired by the Andersons attorney, Mike Geltner; the 
investigator, John Roche, confirmed in the leaer that Scott Schuh of Schuh Advertising 
had been contacted and that he was familiar with the "redesignation" project and said that 
"Schuh also handled this for the campaign." 

Doc 402S/M - Copy of the original invoice from POC to the Primary Committee on September 16; 
it was later mended @oc 4029/N) and invoiced to the ClintodGQre C o d -  on October 21. 
1992 for the "Schuh Advertising project." 

Doc 4030.3710 - Show examples of the management of checks for which a redesignation 
statement was not necessary bur the practice of the Primary Committee was to obtain QIW. 

Doc 4(u(l/P - Copy of manual log of the affidavits that POC sent out for the month of 
September; it is clear PBC did not mail ~ ~ O U S ~ S  of redesignation Ietters. POC did 
obtained the required compliance documentation for the Primary Committee. 

Doe 4039/Q and 4040/R - From FEC Interim Audit Report showing reconuneadation for $3.6 million repa: 
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TEINCS THAT NEED TO BE DONB TO CLINTON DATABASES 

- finish data entry of August batches; currently working on Aug 7 - must 
go to Aug 20 or so 

requirement €12 finish all h t a  entry by September l? in time for 
balancing and reporting on the 20th FEC 

requirement 12: daily, B %track tape must be produced o 
dzy's entries; this tape ~ $ 1 1  be shipped 
t o  a firm t h a t  is helping with requesting conversion 
of primary contribs t o  G U C  contribs - 1st tape due'out 
o f  here on Tuesday, Sep 8 

%'A has said that zbout 2500 per day will be sent to 
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D A T E 8  9/9/92 
m r  9108 pa 

Pat, upan loading your ffsxt tape for tlhs " ~ e d ~ ~ l ~ ~ o n  
Lettar" data. I flnd that you have d y  provlded the 
N-/MdlrcSS infQ=t.iQn On YQYr 
Datefcheck ousbar/paysaent info. that is required on tbfs 
job. 

Your record length and block length OR the tape is 247, 
whereas your ample- record length iS 280 fms the 
record layout supplied. 

i-i-ase re-tun t h i s  first tape A%IIp and configure a l l  
!;ubsewcmt tapes to include your ccwplete mcord layout 
information. Phone me for questions. -. .thankst 

and none of the 

I 

P.S. 
grcater ilso~ts of nmesldaca to meet our client's 
established deadlints. 
eqpect from your pPoductton.. . .thanker again. 

I am told by G r e g  Md4ehem that we will require 

Let us how exactly what to 
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NICK 15 
TITLE 40 
BUS NAME 40 
AD1 40 
AD2 40 
CITY 20 
ST 2 
ZIP 5 
PDAT 8 
PBAT 3 
PSEQ 2 
PDOC 6 
PAMT 7 
PEVT 7 
END OF RECORD 

characters (Mr., Mrs. , Ms: , Miss, etc.) 
lastname, suffix, firstname initial) 
Ex: McGre or, Jr., F. Roger] 
reverse a s ter last conma then drop last comp) 
Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name) 
President, Chairman, etc.; blank i f  hoine address) 
ABC Clothing; blank if heme address) 
1313 Bishop Lane) 

char 
char 
char 

199211 
YYMMDD format where 920806 = August 6 
nnn format where 001 i s  first batch o f  9208 6's deposit) 
nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch) 
alphalnumeris format givin check number) 
where 22.50 indicates 522.80 and 250 indicates 5250.110) 
where SPR indicates "pre-convention team") 

If ou have an questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls Virginia, 
at !031406-020i or the Washington, 0. C., office of Public bffice Corporation, 
2021675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call. 

i 
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Clinton for President 9/14/92 ___________________-____________I_______------~-------------------.------ 
Tape #l - 6195 recorda comprising all deposits for 8/11/92 and 8/12/92 

(sent FEDEX eo Schuh advsrtising. Little Rock) 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - * - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

All tapes in this series art produced using the following specifications: 

1600 BBf - EBCDIC - Opper/Lover Case output - fixed 1Length;fixed format 

FU[GD FORKXT: 

PREFIX IS characters (Mr., W s . ,  &., rriss, etc.) 
NABS 30 char (lastmamc, suffix, fir6tname initial) 

(Ex: McGregor, Jr., P. Reger) 
(reverse after last cama &en drop last npma) 

NICK 15 char (Roger or -6. &mas, -ding if we have firet name) 
TITLB 40 char (President, Chairman, etc.; blank if hoam address) 
BUS WLnS 40 char (ABC Clothing; blank if h a m  addrend 
AD1 40 char (1313 Bishq, Lane) 
AD2 40 char 
CITY 20 char 
ST 2 c h a r  
ZIP 5 c h a r  
PDAT 8 char WYMMDD fermat where 920806 = August 6, 1992) 
PaAT 3 char (nnn format vhert 001 is first batch of 920806's deposit) 
PSEQ 2 char (nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch) 
PDOC 6 char (alpha/nunieric format giving check number) 
P W  7 char (here 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicates $250.00) 
P m  7 char (where SPK indicates gpre-convention team') 
HM) OF RBCORD 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

If you have any questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia, 
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public Office Corporation, 
202/615-49QO. Please don't hesitate to call. 



Clinton f o r  President 9/15/92 

Tape #l - 3730 records comprisin all.deposit2 for 8/13 92 

......................................................................... 
(sent FEDEX t o  5chuh A 9 vertising, L i t t l e  Rock I ......................................................................... 

A i l  tapes i n  this series are produced using the fol lowing specifications: 

1600 BPI  - EBCDIC - Uppcr/Lower Case output - f ixed length, f i xed  f o r k a t ,  

FIXED FORMAT: 

PREFIX 15 characters (Mr-, Mrs:, Ms:, Miss, et:.) 
lastname, su f f i x ,  firstname i n i t i a l )  
Ex: McGre or, Jr., F. Roger) 

Roger or Mrs. Jones, 
President, Chairman, 
ABC Clothing; blank i address) 
1313 Bishop Lane) 

reverse a 9 ter last co en drop l a s t  c o w )  
ing i f  we have f i r s t  name) 
blank i f  horse address) 

C I T Y  20 char 
ST 2 char 
Z I P  5 char 
PDAT Y W D D  format where 920806 = August 6 1992 
PBAT 
P5EQ 
PDOC alpha/nurneric format giv in check number) 
PAW 
PEVT 
END OF RECORD 

b nnn format where 001 i s  f i r s t  batch 09 92Q8 6 ' s  deposit) 
nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check wi th in  a batch) 

where 22.50 indicates $22.80 and 250 indicates $250.00) 
where SPR indicates 'pre-convention team') 

I f  ou have an questions, c a l l  Pat  Anderson i n  Great F a l l s  Virginia, 
a t  {03/406-0208 or the Washington, D. C., o f f ice o f  Public b f f i c e  Corporation, 
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate t o  cal l .  
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Cl in ton for President 9/ 16/92 

Tape #I - 3688 records comprisin 

......................................................................... 
a l l  deposits for 8/14 92 

(sent FEDEX t o  Schuh A % ver t i s ing ,  L i t t l e  Rock I 
-D_------------__-------------------------"---------------------"----~--- 

A l l  tapes i n  t h i s  series are produced using the f o l l w i n g  specifications: 

1600 BPI  - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case output - f i xed  length, f i xed  f o m t ,  

FIXED FORMAT: 

PREFIX 
------------- 

15 characters (Mr., Mrs:, Ms:, Miss, et?.) 
lastname, s u f f i x ,  f irstname i n i t i a l )  
Ex: HcGre or, Jr. , F. Roger) 

Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending i f  we have f i r s t  name) 
President, Chairman, etc.; blank i f  home address) 
ABC Clothing; blank i f  home address) 
1313 Bishop Lane) 

reverse a 9 t e r  l a s t  coma then drop las t  coFa)  

C I T Y  20 char 
ST 2 char 
Z I P  5 char 
PDAT Y M D D  format where 920806 = August 6 1992 
PBAT 
PSEQ 
PDOC alpha/nurneric format g i v i n  check number) 
PAMT 
PEVT 
END OF RECORD 

nna format where OO! i s  f i r s t  batch o f  9208 1, 6's deposit) 
nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check w l th in  a batch) 

where 22.50 indicates $22.00 and 250 indicates $250.00) 
where SPR ind icates "pre-convention team") 

I f  ou have an questions, c a l l  Pal  Anderson i n  Great Fa l l s  Virginia, 

202/675-4900. 
a t  j .  03/406-020{ or the Washington, D. C., o f f i c e  o f  Public 6 f f i c e  Corporation, 

Please don't hes i ta te t o  ca l l .  



.+- 
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Clinton for President 9/16/92 ____-___--___-______-----------------------------------------------.----- 
Tape 12 - 113 records miscellaneous 

(sent FEDEX to Schuh Advertising, Little Rock) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
All tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications: 

1600 BPI - EBCDIC - Opper/Lover Case output - fixed length, &ixed format. 
FIXED POWAT: _ - - - _ - - - - - - - -  
PREFIX 15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, etc.) 
NAMB 30 char (lastaame, suffix, firstnnme initial) 

(E%: =regor, ar., F. Roger) 
(reverse after last cams then drcp last ccarma) 

HICK 15 chtx (Roger or -6. Jones, Bepending if we have first name) 
TITLB 40 char (President, Qlairman, etc.; blank if home address) 
BUS NAplB 40 char (AEC Clothing; blank if hame address) 
AD1 40 char (1313 Bishop Lane) 
AD2 40 char 
CITY 20 char 
ST 2 char 
ZIP 5 c h a r  
PDAT 8 char ( m D  fQxCMt where 920806 D August 6, 1992) 
PBAT 3 char (ann formet where 001 is first batch of 920806's deposit) 
PSEQ 2 char (an format where 22 indicates 22n& check within a batch) 
PDOC 6 char (alpha/numeric format giving check number) 
P m  7 char (where 22.50 indicates $22.50 and 250 indicatee $250.00) 
PEW 7 char (where SPR indicates "pre-canvention team") 
BND OF RExom 

If you have any questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls, Virginia, 
at 703/406-0209 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public Office Corporation, 
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call. 

4011 
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All tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications: 
1600 BPI - EBCDIC - Upper/Lower Case output - fixed length, fixed format 
FIXED FORMAT: 
PREFIX 
------------- 

15 characters (Mr. ,  Mrs., Ms:, Miss, etc.) 
lastname, suffix, firstname initial) 
Ex: McGre or, Jr. , F. Roger) 
reverse a a ter last coma then drop last cotqa 
Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have fir 
President, Chairman, etc.; blank if home addr 
ABC Clothing; blank if home address) 
1313 Bishop Lane) 

CITY 20 char 
ST 2 char 

l 
i t  name) 
!SS) 

ZIP 5 char 
PDAT YYWDD format where 920806 = August 6 1992 
PBAT 
PSEQ 
PDOC 
PAMT 
PEVT 
END OF RECORD 

b nnn format where 001 is first batch of 9208 6's deposi 
nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch 
alpha/numeric format givin check number) 
where 22.50 indicates $22. i! 0 and 250 indicates $250.00 
where SPR indicates "pre-convention team") 

If ou have an questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls Virginia, 
at f03/406-020{ or the Washington, D. C., office of Public bffice Corporation, 
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call. 

4012  



Clinton for President 9/17/92 

Tape 12 - 1402 records comprisin all deposits for 8/18 92 to 9/1/92 

-----__---_-_-----_-_____^______________------------------------------~-- 

(sent FEDEX to Schuh A 9 vertising, Little Rack 
-_----s--__-_----------------------------------------------"----------~-- 

All tapes in this series are produced using the following specifications: 
1600 BPI - EBCDIC - UpperILower Case output - fixed length, fixed foi;mat 
FIXED FORMAT: 

PREFIX 
------------- 

15 characters (Mr., Mrs., Ms., Miss, et?.) 
lastname, suffix, firstnanre initial) 
Ex: McGre or, Jr., F. Roger) 
Roger or Mrs. Jones, depending if we have first name) 
President, Chairman, etc.; blank if home address) 
ABC Clothing; blank if hoare address) 
1313 Bishop Lane) 

reverse a 9 ter last coma then drop last coma) 

CITY 20 char 
ST 2 char z w  5 char 
PDAT Y M D D  format where 920806 = August 6 1992 
PBAT 
PSEQ 
PDOC 
PAMT 
PEVT 
END OF RECORD 

nnn format where 001 i s  first batch OC 9288 4 6's deposit) 
nn format where 22 indicates 22nd check within a batch) 
alpha/numeric farmat givin check number) 
where 22.50 indicates $22. 8 0 and 250 indicates $250.00) 
where SPR indicates "pre-convention team" 1 

If oca have an questions, call Pat Anderson in Great Falls Vjrginia, 
at f03/406-0208 or the Washington, D. C., office of Public bffice Corporation, 
202/675-4900. Please don't hesitate to call. 



L. George Ellis 
b. 2, Box 84 
Southland, TX 79364- 

Dear George: 

December 3,1992 

Thank you for your generous and conhued su ughout the Campaign. Withsut the belief of 
people like you, we could not have s p d  essage of change' to the Anterim p p l c  so 
suocessfully. The enthusiasm we us tours across the nation was exhilarating. We 
saw a true hunger for change and new I cannot wait to get started with our plans 
to energize and lead this country forward. 

George, YOU generously gave $100.00 to the campaign's primary committee. The primary is over and 
the debt has been retired. Now, federai regulations allow us to use your contribution - with your 
approval - for only one purpose: the G e n d  Election Legal and Accounting CompLiance Fund. Today, 
we ask that you pen& us to use these funds to help pay the debt incumd by the flurty of expensive 
and time consuming legal complaints that have been filed against us since our nomination in July. 

i; 
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E The Compliance Fund pays for the legal counsel we must employ to defend OuISelves against the 
suits. Momver, it pays for the large computer capacity that we have been forced to maintain in order 
to respond to the accusations and stcries that were generated daily by our opposition. 

Your previous dedication and loyalty attests to your commitment. We are most grateful. Thank you 
for your support and confidence. 

I sincerely, 
I 

1 .  Bill Clinton 

4014 
Signature Date 

o=wtim Employer 
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/ a  - G&cnl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance F d .  My sigoahlps pppeus below. 

I I understmd that if I cbcme not to redesignale my contribution. 1 may nquest a nfund of this UMUD~. 
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a r  

! Page S l o t  PFEC POA PEAT PSEQ PTSA PFEC PANT 
,O 0 108 103.104 105.101 10 
o b l b 2 b o 3 o L R b ~ >  50. bo< f, David N. 
oOZ2o3Oo3oLRTo 500, OOoShik es, David E. 

722;’ o 0 7 3 o 1 7 o 3 o L R T o  10.00oKa 1 an, Abraham 

724J<>014039010LRT<> 100.00oSutton Eugene H. 
724J o 0 8 9 0 3 0 0 3 0 L R T 0  20. OOoOrren, Joe 
727 oO7600103oLRTo 50 .OOoAdams. Chri s t o  her 

727 0146olS03oLRTo 60.00t>P3ahler, Ke i th  M. 
727 o14603103oLRTo 10.00oSenior. Dorothy €. 
727 o l 4 7 o l 8 o 3 o L R T o  lOO.OOoFasciano, Chri stophe 
727 o 2 O l o l l o l o L R T o  50.OOoHal.lael in, L i l l i a n  R. 
720 o O l l o 3 l o 5 o L R T o  20.0OoScheil i,, Este l le  
728 <>020<>17o3oLRTo 25.00oKimbal , Eleanor . 
728 o 0 2 9 o 1 6 o 3 o L R T o  15.OOoLoyd. V i r  i n i a  S. 

728 o 0 6 8 o 1 2 o 5 o L R T o  20.00oHawkins, Ruth 
728 o103o30o3oLRTo1000.OOoSmithwick. Gary S. 
729 oOl7013oBoLRTo lO.OOoGarber, Mary Ann 
729 o 0 1 9 o l 9 o B o L U T o  50.00oMi91er9 Perry B. 
729 o 0 2 4 o 0 5 o 3 o L R T o  13.69oCarey, Ju l i us  B. 
729 0081025050LRTo 250.00oNel son Bi 11 M. 
729 o 0 9 3 o 1 4 o 3 o L R T o  100.00oHall Steven A 
729 o 1 0 3 o 0 6 o 3 0 L R T o  25. OOoBrennan, Nary h z i e  
729 o lOBo l50BoLRTo 100.0001901 loy, Ne i l  
729 o l l L o O 2 o B o L R T o  50.000BlankB Mart in J. 
729 o l l 2 o l 4 o 3 o L R T o  lOO.OOoPieeara, Stephen J. 
729 ol17022030LRTo 25 .OOoKennedy, DOM 1 as S. 

3 o004014o5oLRTo 25. OOoDrum, Dorea Kuck 
03 o O 3 9 o l l o 3 o L R T o  50.OOoMays Kathleen 
03 o l 1 7 o 3 6 o 6 o L R T o  25. O O o S m i  th, Constance f e 

03 o i 2 8 o 1 7 o 3 o L R T o  250.00oJones, T. Lawrence 
03 o13000203oLRTo 10.00oBaldwin, Wesley H. 

7 2 3 ~ o 0 5 2 0 0 6 0 1 o L U T ~ ~  35.000Co ! 1 ins, James A. 

727 o 1 0 3 o 3 4 o 3 o L R T o  100 .BOoTurner, Lewis e . 

728 0045036030LUTo lO.OOoWyatt, Ro % trt 0. 

0 o 0 3 8 o 1 6 o 5 o L R T o  100.00oHirschman, C 8 ar les S 

3 o 1 3 9 o 2 9 o 3 o L R T o  100.00oZbur, Linda C. 
4 0006030030LRTo 25. O O o W  i 1 cox, John H. 
4 o 0 0 9 o 0 9 o 3 o L R T o  50.00<>Finkelstein, Cecile 
4 o l 0 5 o l l o S o L R T o  lO.OOoDonecker, John J.  
4 o 1 0 5 o 2 2 o B o L R T o  50.00<>0’Malley, Caroline C 
5 o059027o3oLRTo 50. OOoRand Dorothy 
5 o 0 6 l o l 8 o 6 o L R T o  25.00oMiddleton James W. 
5 o l O B o 2 3 o 5 o L R T o  30.00oNeuhaus, beter C. 

<>039<>01020LRT0 200.000Al baum, Mart in 
o 0 3 9 o 0 2 o 3 o L R T o  300. OOoBrehn Sharon S. 
o O 3 9 o O 3 o l o L R T o  250.00oCampel1, Henry S. 
0039004030LRTo 250. OOoCol e, Cur t is  
0039005oZ0LRTo 250.0O<>Coleman, Jane D. 
o 0 3 9 o 0 6 o B o L R T p  200. OOoCooper , 61 anche 
003900703oLRTo 125.000Craig9 Robert B. 

0 0039009020LRTo 250. OOoDercum, Ral f 
0 ~ 003901005<>LRT~o 250. OOoEdwards, Carolyn E. 
0 0 0 3 9 0 l l o Z o L R T o  15O.QOoFeldman, I .  
0 o 0 3 9 o 1 2 o 3 o L R T o  200.00oFife. Francis H. 
0 <>039<>13oB<>LRTo 125. QOoForeman, Grant 
0 0 0 3 9 0 l 4 o B o L R T o  250.00oG1 idden Derald L. 
0 o Q 3 9 o l 5 o B o L R T o  250.00oCohen, k l  i sabeth J. 
0 o 0 3 9 o 1 6 o 7 o L R T o  500. OOoHamraond, Susan Webb 
0 o 0 3 9 o 1 7 o 6 o L R T o  250.00oTerapl e, Ralph J . 
0 0039018060LWTo 250.00oKleinS Frederic R. 

01 
oO3901903oLRTo 250.OOoK1 etnrock, Margaret 

0 0639020~>5<>LRT<> 250.00oFlynn. David P. 
0 0039021oZOLRT0 250 .OOoLowinson Joyce H. 
0 003902205oLRTu> 500. OOoHacke, El 1 en 
0 00390230BoLRTo 200.00<24lart.i n , Lesl i e * E. 

0039oOS05oLRTo 125.000CroninB Karen i 

9 \ I. .-IT0 *. “ L  .,7 .. 1 n-p<\ “ - 0  +.l ,. .. . I  * - .  -.; I..- :. I . - 
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5:30507 oLRTo920810 
io8 I oLRTo920810 

00390260loLRT<> 200. oo<>Rappa o r t  , Lawrence 
<>039<>25<>7<>LRTo 500. O O o P  
00390Z706oLRTo 200. OooSegal , Robert 0. 
0039028030LRTo 250.00oSheehy, P a t r i c i a  M. 
o 0 3 9 o 2 9 o f o L R T o  150. o o o l y t u s  , John B. 
003903003oLRT<> 125.0ooWalenta Jr., Arthur 
0039031030LRT<> 300 .OOoWei ss , Paul 
<>039<>32<>3<>1RTo 600.0Qoffill iams, S a l l y  8.  
0039033030LRTo 250.00oYiseman, Robert 
o 0 3 9 o 3 4 o l o L R T . o  200. OOo>Wol 1 in, He1 en G. 
o039<35<>3oLRTo 200. OOoYaney, Phi 1 i p 0. 
t s039o36oBoLRTo 125.00olinn, Renate M. 
<z040<>0105oLRTo 20 .OOoAnderson, I d a  J . 
o040002oBoLRTo 20, OOtr8i schoff  , V i r g i n i a  P 
o 0 4 0 o 0 3 o 3 o L R T o  30.000801 den, Me1 i ssa 
004Oo04o3oLRTo 30. OOoBoozer , John M. 
o 0 4 0 o 0 5 o B o L R T o  20.00oBri11, Joseph W. 
o 0 4 0 o 0 6 o 3 t r L R T o  20.00o8urr. Louise K. 
o 0 4 O o 0 7 o l o L R T o  30.00oChewnin , Shei 1 a 6ay 

o 0 4 0 o 0 9 o 5 0 L R T 0  30.00oCostner. An i ta  
o 0 4 0 o l O o 3 o L R T o  20. OOoDami an Norma A. 
0 0 4 0 0 1  l o 3 o L K T o  20. OOoDetwei f er, Catharine 
o 0 4 0 o 1 2 o B o L R T o  30.00oFoster, W i l l  i am 
o04Oo1305oLRTo 3O.OOoHarwey, Chr i s t i ne  E. 
0 0 4 0 o 1 4 0 3 0 L R T 0  20 .OOoHindmand, Howard R. 
004001 5 o 3 o L R T o  20. OOoHochman, A1 exandra 
0040016030LRTo 3S.OOoImaizumi, Sonia Ober 
o 0 4 0 o 1 7 o 3 o L R T o  20.00oLyell , Ruth 6. 
o 0 4 0 o 1 8 o 5 o L R T o  20. QOoLyke, Lawrence A1 1 en 
004001903<>LRTo 20.00oMande1, Sydne W. 

o 0 4 0 o 2 1 o B o L R T o  20. O O o N i  e l  sen Paul R. 
o 0 4 0 o Z Z o 5 o L R T o  20.00oOrl in. Sidney T. 
0 0 4 0 0 2 3 0 3 0 L R T 0  30 .OOoQerryman, Karen S . 
o04002403oLRTo 20 .OOoPrice, Mir iam 0. 
o O 4 0 o 2 5 o 5 o L R T o  20. OOoRosenstei n, Lya 
o O 4 0 o 2 6 o l o L R T o  30. QOoRous, Emma L. 
0040027oBoLRT0 30.00oRuttan, Marilyn M. 
<>040<>28<>6oLRT<> 35 .OOoSchwartz, I r v i n g  H. 
o 0 4 0 o 2 9 o B o L R T o  30. O O o S m i  th, 6erai  d 
o040<>30oB<>LRT<> 20.00oSmi th,  Richard W. 
0 8 4 0 0 3 1 ~ > 3 0 1  R T o  30.00oStanley, John R. 

30. OOoWade, John S. 
20.00oWendt. Dougals 
20.00oWhite, Lois Ann 

i Cesar 

oO4Oo08030LRTo 20.00oCook, C i ar les  J. 

oO4Oo2OoBoLRTo 30.00oMell i , Ruthe r; 

-- Page left and this page comprise a contemporaneous (1992) 
"working list" of miscellaneous contributions vhich had been 
custom selected and coded "LRT" (Little Rock Tape). 

-- Note that some of the contributions on this tape.vere received 
before August 6 ,  1992; in those cases, the payee on the check vas 
NOT a simple "Clinton for President" and/or there vas a notation 
somewhere on the check about Gore or the general election. 

-- Anyvay, the LRT Tape was sent to Schuh advertising and 
redesignation letters were obviously sene to these contributors. 

-- Where the contributor's PTSA field is coded 1 or 2, a signed 
redesignation form vas never received back in Little Rock 
(less than a doeen). 

-- Where the contributor's PTSA field i s  coded other then 1 OK 2, 
indicates a signed redesignation statement vas received in 
Little Rock and the value in the field indicates vhich redesignation 
batch that particular contribution was a part of. 
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Michael Gcltner 2% Associates 
10 “E” Street, S . E .  
Washington, 1). C. 20003 

Res Public Office Corporatian 
Clinton 1342 Campaign 

Dear Hr. Geltner, 

On Wednesday. August 30. 1’395, P took a 9:40 Aw flight f r o m  
BWI and eventually arrived 3:40 pp1 in Little Rock, Arkjnsas. W i t h  my 
c a r  r@ntal I drove into Little Rock. Ply prsliminary investigation had 
developed h@me addresses for both Hr. John fisdale (305 Crystal 
Valley Road Little Rock 722053 and nr. J. L. Rutherfcerd C5GQ4 
Hawthorne Rrdd Little  ROC^ 92207’1. I knew from previews ca5e work 
fir. Tisdale was an attorney a t  W i g h t  Lindsay Jennings. I had called 
t h e i r  r l f f i c e  and found it a bit uncertain d6 to whet Mr. Ti4t3ale’’s 
schedule wc.uld be. Re~ardless, on visit, 1 fezlnd the campaign 
hC?adquarterS (Suite 1150 124 West Capitd Ave. Little Rock) had 
been closed for about a year. 

I walked over to t h e  200 West Capitol Aue. (the old Marthen 
Bank Building nev BoaCnmn Bank PuildingS and sat in the 14 th floor 
reception area. Mr. Tisdale eventually came out end accepted personal 
service. He w a s  mlrte and revifswed the papers in front of  pe before 
I l e f t .  I would say he w a s  a bit surprised by the suit, 

On Thursday morning, A u ~ u s t  31, 1895, I traveled t b  Hat 
Springs in effort t o  interview Kweley Ardnan. In my conversations 
w i t h  Ms. Anders~n it appeared that  Ms. Ardnrirla uao a key player o r  
m*Dst knouledgeable about the “redesignation”. Preliminary 
investigation found the address (216 Central Avc. Hot Sorings1 w a s  a 
Pancake Restaurant - Ms. Ardrnan’si employment. I k n e w  Me. Ardman w a s  
scheduled to work hers this day. I t  also turned out HI. Ardmnn’s 
mother w n e d  the ostablirkment. When f arrived it was learned that 
K@f?ley w a 5  out shopoing and was expected back.  X r e t u r d  a number of i 



times in attempt to interview Ms. Ardaan. Eventually hqr ‘mother . 
supplied m e  w i t h  her home telephone number CSO1 325 43373. f a l so  
found subject’s home address to be 101 Long Island Drive Hot Springs 
71913. 

I could net arrange J personal maoting with Ms. Ardman. She 
was polite but claimed not to remember anything about Hail Shops, 
Redesignation, etc.. - She kept referring me to the campaign*s 
attorney Ms. Utrecht. I did not inform Ms. Ardman a b u t  t h e  suit or 
summons far MS. Utrccht. At some point Ms. Ardman held a Washington. 
D.C. position before returning back to Hat Spring4. f le f t  Hot 
Springs at 1:30 PH and drove to the Little Rcrck Public Library. I did 
a search on the campaign and any index references t o  Lloyd Schuh 
Advertising but found nothing of interest. 

I called Lloyd Schuh Advertisinq end eventually spoke u i t h  
Scott Schuh. Under pretext Scott stated that the ccmpdny*s name may 
be misleading. Schuh i s  a fir11 service firm and h a s  it5 own “in 
hr~.u5e’’ mail shop. Schuh did some mailings and other prc?;jects far the 
1332 Clinton Campaign. He w a 5  familiar with the “redesignation” and 
said that Schuh also handled %his for tho campaign. The business and 
plant tocatram is 1007 West 7 th Street Little Rock, Arkansas 72201. 
(501 372 6570).  

Other calls were made to some campaign related employees who 
had Little Rock addresees but the fw I concentrated en were not 
reachable or were on Labor Day vacations. 

On Friday, September 1, 1995, I took the only flight 
available I : J Q  Ptl tu Jackson, Hiss., New Orleans, Pittsburg to 
Baltimare - arriving at 1 O : W  PM. 

MP. Prevatt had tried service on Us- Utrecht but s d j s c t  
seemed to be on vacation - continuing. 

7/31/95 Heeking at Public O f f i c e .  
8/02/95 Discussion w i t h  Mr .  Anderson 

Sincerely, 



91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

September 16, 1992 

. 

Clinton for President 
Xr. David k'atkins 
123 West 3rd Street 
L i t t l e  Rock, AR 72201 

A l l  charges re late  to Primary campaign. 

Database management 
Key operator support 
Equipment rental 
31590 contributions processed - SO00 @ 2.50 

26590 @ 1.75 

s 1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

12580.00 
46532.50 

1511 a f f i d a v i t s  sent  @ 2.00 3022.00 
5342p l i s t ings /reports  @ .14 747.88 
23803 thanku letters @ discounted rate .26 6188.78 

" .12 2856.36 23803 '' envelopes I. 

9/09 'I 'I 

9/08 tape to Schuh I, a/= 7 ?&c/o -+j) 

--;;:oo --.- 
/ "-stc9-rerrrVrm-r .vu/ 11 I* 

52.14 
90.00 
34.01 
90.00 
47.56 
75.00 

/ 

I1 I t  9/11 " 6858 ** 

9/14 I' 6797 " 
11 I1 

--- 73961.23 - -_ .. 2590- - 
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911 Second Street, N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

October 21, 1992 

Clinton/Gore Cornnittee 
Mr. David Watkins 
123 West 3rd Street 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

September 10 thru 17: 

Schuh Advertising project: 

Processing - 7 magtapes per specs @ 63.00 

7 9 track magtapes @ 20.00 
27005 records @ .007 

G ;:1.00 
189.03 
140.00 

770.03 

t 
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provision states that the section had "been revised to state that 
to receive matching funds after the date of ineligibility, 
candidates must have net outstanding campaign obligations as of 
the date of payment rather than the date ob submission. Thus. if 
the candidate's financial position changed between the date of his 
or her submission for matching funds and the date of payment 
reducing the candidate's net outstanding campaign obligations, 
that candidate's entitlement would be reduced accordingly". This 
revision reinforces the requirement that private contributions 
received must be applied to obligations prior to the receipt of 
further matching funds. The 1991 Explanation and Justification 
for 59003.3 states that "contributions redesignated:.must represent 
funds in exeess of any amount needed to pay remaining primary 
expenses. If this requirement is not met, the committee would 
have to make a transfer back to the primary account to cover such 
expenses'. 

Control and Compliance Hanual Pot Presidential Primary Candidates 
Receiving Public Financinq, beginning with the first in 1979, has, 
in some form provided, an explanation and example of the 
calculation shown-above. 

Finally, each edition of the Commission's Financial 

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that the 
Committee's position is inconsistent with the plain meaning of the 
Commission's Regulations concerning post ineligibility date 
matching fund entitlement as well as the long established 
Commissiom practice and policy. 

Recommendation (10 

The Audit staff recommends that within 30 calendar days 
of service of this report, the Committee provide evidence to 
demonstrate that it did not receive matching funds in excess of 
entitlement. Absent such a demonstration, the Audit staff will 
recommend that the Commission make an initial determination that 
the Committee repay 53,674,353 to the U . S .  Treasury. This amount 

urther review. 

E. Stale Dated Committee Checks 

Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code o f  Federal 
Regulations states that if the committee has checks outstanding to 
creditors or contributors that have not been cashed, the committee 
shall notify the Commission. The committee shall inform the 
Commission of ita efforts to locate the payees, if such efforts 
have been necessary, and its efforts to encoutage the payees to 
cash the outstanding checks. The eomittee shall also submit a 
check for the total amount of such outstanding checks, payable t o  
the United states Treasury. 

June-30, 1993 and determined that the total amount of outstanding 

4039  
The Audit staff performed bank reconciliations through 
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contributions in writing €or CELAC pursuant to 11 CFR 5110.26/ and 
the auditors cannot prohibit the Comaittee from maintaining Fhose 
contzibutions in the GELAC. 

method of applying contributions and aatching funds to determine 
when there is no additional entitlement." 

C . F . R .  5110.1 is not the relevant regulation. That regulation 
specifies the procedures and time limitations that apply to a 
redesignation when a redesignation is appropriate. X-AS stated 
above 11 C.F.R. S9003.3(a)(l)(iii) clearly states that the 
redcsipnations pursued by the Carmaittee were not permissible. 
That section states that only if no remaining primary expenses are 
to be paid, may primary contributions not in excess of the 
contributors limit be redesignated to the compliance fund. The 
definition of remaining primary expenses is clearly stated in 11 
C . F . R .  59034.l(b) which speaks to remaining matching fund 
entitlement. That definition states that remaining net 
outstanding campaign obligations is the candidate's net 
outstanding campaign obligations on the date of ineligibility less 
"the sum o f  the contributions received on or after the date of 
ineligibility plus matching funds received on or after the date of 
ineligibility'. 

The definition and the calculation of remaining 
entitlement to which the Committee objects enjoys a long and 
consistent history in Commission regulation and practice. This 
interpretation dates to a December 1976 memorandum to the 
Commission proposing an amendment to then section 134.3(c)12) of 
the Commission's regulations. This proposed regulation stated 
that " a  candidate shall be entitled to no further matching funds 
if. at time of any submission for certification, the total 
contributions and matching funds received after the ineligibility 
date equals or exceeds the net obligation outstanding on the date 
of ineligibility". 

The 1979 Explanation and Justification of 11 C.F.R. 
59034.1 explains that for candidates who have net outstanding 
campaign obligations on the date of ineligibility, "Iblasically, 
these candidates are entitled to payments only if the private 
contributions received between the date of ineligibility and the 
date sf submission are not sufficient to discharge the net debt". 
A simplified example of the calculation presented above follows 
this explanation. Finally, it is explained that the regulation 
"furthers the policy that the candidate should use private 
contributions to discharge campaign obligations wherever 
possible". The 1983 Explanation and Justification for the same 

"The Committee further disagrees with the auditors' 

With respect to the propriety of the redesignation, 11 

- 6 /  -The Cormittee claimed that it complied with 1I~C.F.R. 
5110.2. We assume that it meant section 110.1. 



Anderson Report - Tab 5 

5001-5023: Dcnlmena shewing Andersoas were geneNnls - not greedy 

Fake Statememt #I Inters AndeRaas Are Greedy: 
Tk documents in the previous Tab 4, show that the Andersoos did not seek aad 
obtain the Wignation statements as Uaecht asserted in False Statement #1. 
But False Statement #1 also infers tbat the Andersons' motive was finamid 
gain. The AadersonS furd thau part Of  False statea3eat #I ~ C U h d y  huitful, 
abusive, and malicious in view of thc following points: 

h i i t  1: The Anderssns never performed any such work and never received my 
w d  gain for perfont~ing any Such Work. llhe A&Mz!s include h Tab 3 
invoices that span POC's services to the Clinton Primary Comrniaee for 1992 and 
1993. None of them refer to the massive redesignation project or include items 
that are not clearly labeled as to exactly what the charge is for. 

P O W  2: There is evidence Schuh Advertising was paid for the project. Ibe 
September 1992 GELAC Committee FEC comp- report shows that Schub 
Advertising in Little Rock nceived payments from the GELAC comohittbe for the 
"R&esigna~on Mailing" on 9/28/92 for $18,043.74 and on 9/29/92 for $19,469.83 
(Tab 04, Dac 4025M). That Same FE€ report included a jtayrnent to the U.S.Postmasoer 
in Little Rock on 9/16/92 in the amount of S10,150.00 for "Redesignation htters." 
(Tab 04, Doc 4024/l) These documents are clear evidence tha %huh Advexlisiig in 
Little Rock received payments for the redesignation mailing aad that postage 
was purchased by the GELAC committee in Little Rock for the mailing. 

Point 3: The incentive to which Utrecht referred in False Statement tl  pertained to 
additional ducumentation related to contributions that were submitted for 
matching funds; the Andersons' contract did not refer in any way to the GELAC 
(general election legal and compliance fund). 

Point 4: During the time Utrecht states Poc was inexpertly and greedily owaining 
designation smements, POC was actually quite busy pmssing the extraordinarily 
high volume of primary contributions. aBe high volume led Bill Anderson, at 
his own initiative, to fulfill a promise made to the Clinton primary Conrmiaee 
that he wmid lower prices if volume permitted. (Tab 05, Doc F & F.2) Bi 
Anderson lowed prices that meant a net savings to the Clinton Rimary 
Committee in 1992 of more than S130,ooO.00. (Tab 05, Doc 5001-141A. B, C) Further, 
Document 5022/G in Tab 5 shows where Poc waived pan of its matching fmls d t i v c .  

Point 5: Utrecht was reminded of W ' s  lowe from Bill Anrderson, 
dated July 9, 1993. (Tab 05, T)oc 5017&18/E) m k  of its iavoicts 
to the Primary committee artd were careful to 
it was perfome8. gab 05, Doc 5M3M) 

ork performed, W h  
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91 1 Second Street. N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

Ju ly  22, 1992 

'. 

M r .  David Watkins 
Cl inton f.or Pres ident  Committee 
123 West 3rd S t r e e t  
L i t t l e  Rock, Akkansas 72201 

Dear David: 

Thank you f o r  your letter of June 30th ou t l in ing  our role i n  
the General Elec t ion  campaign. 

We are del ighted t o  work as you have out l ined.  

Regarding our present  cont r ibu t ions  and matching funds work. 
w i l l  be  glad t o  hear t h a r  due t o  t h e  heavy volume brought about 
by d i r e c t  m a i l  and Clinton popular i ty  ve are able t o  reduce our  
uni t  c o s t  by one-quarter (25%) for processing those cont r ibu t ions  
numbering more than 5000 i n  a given semi-monthly b i l l i n g .  This 
is re f l ec t ed  i n  our b i l l  for  f i r s t  half  Ju ly  services and r e s u l t s  
i n  a savings of $1173. t o  t he  Committee. (similar savings earning). 

Your let ter says  "Since the  volume of primary a c t i v i t y  w i l l  decrease 
s ign i f i can t ly ,  we w i l l  need to renegot ia te  t h e  f e e s  f o r  f i l i n z  
t h e  monthly primary report".  We vi11 be g lad  t o  hear what you have 
i n  mind. 
u n i t  charges based on volume, cos t s  w i l l  autoPnaticalLy l o v e r  as 
volume decl ines .  

You 

Our f e e l i n g  is that  since almost all of our charges are 

We do need t o  address  the  l a r g e  and r ap id ly  growing size of t h e  
Clinton database. The number of p n t r i b u t i c n s  has passed 100,000 
and may b e  headed t o  near ly  double t h a t  f igure .  
database grows so does our  r e spons ib i l i t y  and t h e  amount of vork 
and equipment required t o  keep it  v iab le  and secure and responsivf 
t o  your needs. 
this from $1000. pe r  month t o  $2000. 

But the  foregoing v i l l b e  o f f s e t  i n  p a r t  by a reduct ion i n  key oper- 
a t o r  support  charge from $1000. per  month to  $500. 
because of t h e  q u a l i t y  and experience of your operators .  

As th i s  v i t a l  

Thus, w e  propose t o  i nc rease  the  management f e e  f o r  

This  w e  can do 



I 

Regarding vork i n  t h e  expendi ture  area,  our charges have been 
very l i g h t  - 40% o f f  u s u a l  s ta f f -hour  rates, w i t h  no charge f o r  
computer involvement, etc. A t  a glance, our involvement has  mounted 
to  but 25-50 cents  pe r  voucher. 
t h e  exce l len t  work and l eade r sh ip  provided by your L i t t l e  Rock 
managers is  the  reason t h e r e  has not  been a need f o r  our  involve- 
ment t o  be a t  a l l  major. (Rates t o  campaign 26fhr.manager; 22fhr o the r s ) .  

A s  t o  work i n  prepara t ion  f o r  t h e  audi t ,  we propose t h a t  our role 
be similar t o  our expendi ture  r o l e ,  i.e. t h a t  w e  be paid according 
t o  the  staff-hours w e  are c a l l e d  on t o  provide, a t  40% discount .  

Separate  f r L  your le t ter  you have asked f o r  a quote for i n t e g r a t i n g  
general  e l ec t ion  con t r ibu to r  data i n t o  your ex is t ing  database so 
t h a t  you w i l l  h ve a complete cont r ibu t ions  h i s to ry  of each contr ib-  
u tor .  Since t h c r e  vi11 not  be a matching funds aspect. w e  can do 
this  f o r  ha l f  t h e  rate for  primary contr ibut ions,  %.e. 112 x 2.50 o r  
1.25 each. Should the volume be very high, w e  mey be  able t o  c u t  
t h i s  rate i n  fashion similar t o  t h a t  we have done f o r  t h e  primary 
contr ibut ions.  

We are quick t o  acknowledge t h a t  

You mentioned consul t ing.  Of course we vi11 be del ighted to provide 
any a s s i s t ance  c a l l e d  upon t o  do. We have worked hard; we f e e l  very 
much a p a r t  of your campaign team. 
want t o  do our p a r t  f o r  a November victory.  (Rates same as above.) 

P lease  do not h e s i t a t e  t o  ca l l  OD us whenever ve can be of he lp  o r  
whenever any concern might arise about our work. 

With b e s t  reeards.  

This is important t o  us. We 

President  



-. 
91 1 Second Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20092 

202 67549Qo I Fax 675-491 1 

September 10, .1992 

Mr. David Watkins 
Clinton for President Committee 
123 West Third Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
Dear David: 
When I wrote to you on Jul 22nd, I said, "The number of contributions has 
assed 100,000 and may be Keaded for nearly double.. . .@' I underestimated, 
!or now the figure has passed 200,000 and is headed for around 250,000 when 
all the compliance work' is finished. 
I point out these fac ts  for two reasons. First, I am glad to report that 
the. unexpectedly high volume again makes it possible to reduce our unit prices. '. 
With the last half of August bill, which OM wil? receive short1 , we are 

$30,010 f o r  the last half o f  August alone. 
Similarly, we are cutting our price for thankyou letters by another 20%. 
We are proud that we can offer these reductions, articularly in light of the 

hardware. 
Second reason to talk about database volume. Being database people, we are 
probably more sensitive to the care and use of same than most eople. Because 
can say without undue bra ging that the Clinton Cornittee has a magnificent 
database. 
so-maintained. 

.cuttin another bit from our per contribv r ion price -- down to $ r .75, as 
P op ose i .to the $1.85 per OUT July reduction and as o posed to the $2.50 pre- 

Ju y y rice. The two reductions result in a savings o the Cornittee of over 

huge surge in volume which required us to o to t E ree shifts, seven days, to 
increase and train staff accordingly, and a o buy and install a lot of new 

it was not our work but that of the Committee that brought in P he money, I 
. 

-. It is large, i s is detailed, and it is accurate. It should be 

What else needs to be done? Two things, I suggest, and we will do them with 
the lowest of costs, i f  you want us to. 

.. 



We understand that the Cornittee is anxious to exert an effort to obtain 
occupation/employer data from contributors who have not yet furnished ?am. 
We will be glad to write a nice leter to each.such contributor soliciting 
this information and incorporate the results into the database, ~f you would 
like us to. 
Next, regarding the results of the effort t o  reattribute contributions to the 
general election compliance fund. 

cost if provided a list or tape of the contributions being shifted. 
addition to the importance of complete individual data f o r  compliance reasons, 
the file could be readily useful in case it i s  unexpectedly necessary to 
submit add4 t ional matching funds requests. 
In closing, and as the campaign goes into the home stretch, we want to express 
our appreciation for the confidence that ou and your team have shown in us, 
win in November! 

We su gest that the records of those 

In 
acce ting this option be noted appro ria 9 el so that the Cornittee will have 
comp P ete contributor data in one cenlral fiie. We will .do t h i s  for very low 

and to assure you that we stand ready to z elp in any way we can toward a big 
Sincerely, 

cc: Keeley Ardman 
Patti Reilly 

Patrjcia U. Anderson 
President 

i 
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91 1 Second Street, N.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

September 10, 1992 

3 

A l l  charges r e l a t e  t o  Primary campaign. 

Database management 
Key operator  support 
Equipment r e n t a l  
49058 contr ibut ions processed - 5000 @ 2.50 

44058 @ 1.75 

Expenditure work f o r  FEC compliance 
20.00 s taff-hss  manager @ 26.00 
39.50 " I' ' a s s i s t a n t s  @ 2 2 - 0 0  

$ 1000.00 
250.00 
375.00 

12500 .OO 
77101.50 

520.00 
869 .OO 

1746 a f f i d a v i t s  returned 6 i n t eg ra t ed  i n t o  submission f o r  

10000 thanku letters - @ new discounted rate of -26 
#lo f o r  $135.911.65 to be matched e 2.00 3492.00 

2600.00 
10000 'I envelopes addressed " " " .12 1200.00 

.99907.50 

5015 





91 1 Second Street. N E. 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 I 

July 9,  I993 

i 

Hs. Lyn Utrecht 
Oldaker 3yen snd Levis 
Su i t e  1lLOO 

. 818 Connecticut Avenue, B.U. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Lyn: 

3 

This is i n  reference t o  cur  telephone ccnversation of yesterday.  

Devoted t o  being a " r e m  ?lzyer",  r e c o p i z i n g  the sonctines c r u c i a l  
cash flow problems of the  Corni t tee ,  and blessed a f t e r  the nominating 
convention v i t h  a s i zesb le  inc re s se  i n  work v o l w e ,  w e  took two 
ac t ions  z t  s t r zceg ice l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  t i z e s :  

1) we pern i t red  the  balznee:due f r o a  t h e  Committee t o  

I- prices  i n  severa l  increments w i t s  a t o t a l  s n v i x s  t o  t h e  

rise zs high  ss $190,846;15 

2) vo2cnt i r i ly  End s t r i c t l y  on our  okn i n i t i a t i v e  ue reduced 
- 

Coaslitree of $10&,17$.12 L 
Obviously, the aimunt of 2) above is  thousands of tiaes more than  
enough PO of f se t  t h e  four  ins tances  i n  which you f e l t  there  could 
have been chzrges f o r  mistzkes aade  on our pa r t .  Severtheless ,  I 
w i l l  b r i e f ly  adZress these four  p o i n t s  and should you need f u r t h e r  
d e t a i l  I wi l l ' be  glad t o  provide same. 

1) issue re :  "back-dsted" a f f i d a v i t s  . 
I f  addxessed d e f i n i t i v e l y ,  one would determine &at 
e r ro r s  were nade. when. 
a f f i d s v i t  vork r e r e  on a u n i t  charge bas i s ,  there  were no 
charges added f o r  the  s p e c i a l  handling of those i n  quest ion.  

. 
But s ince  a l l  charges ie:  

2) issue re: J u l y  1992 repo'rt overs ta ted  by S200.000,. 

We bel ieve t h i s  t o  be t h e  result  of a typographical e r r o r  
which was n o t  czughht i n  time t o  co r rec t  before  r epor t  sub- 
mission. & r eg re t  t h i s .  
the error. 

There were no charges f o r  co r rec t ing  

- more J : : . .  

c 
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3) "error" re: payments t o  Worehrn National Bank 

Be bel ieve t h i s  stems from the  e a r l y  days where t h e  
Committee wrote s e v e r e l  checks f a r  depos i t  in t h e  
payroll account, r a t h e r  than using inter-account 
transfer.  
ehe prac t fce  had bean discontinued. 
d i d  the Committee, t h a t  ca re  had t o  be taken on the  
4th quar te r  1991 r e p o r t  t o  make sure expenditures were 
not overstated.  
"error" ves i n  nor; making t h e  appropr ia te  "memo" type 
entry on Schedule 3. 
t o  this sequence. 

' 

By t h e  time w e  became involved ye be l ieve  
We'rea1ized;as 

The FEC r e p o r t . i t s e l f  was correct ;  t h e  

There were no charges re la ted  

4) was t h e  Committee charged twice f o r  any FEC tapes? 

No. All t ape  charges were per Commiftee requests .  
k'here i t  was necessary t o  process t apes  more than 
once, only t h e  f i n s 1  product vas charged f o r .  

Trus t ing  tha t  t h e  above sill answer your ques t ions ,  ue look 
forward t o  receiving t h e  Corni t tee ' s  check f o r  s e rv i ces  through 
June 15, 1993 i n  t h e  amount of $26,372.30. Upon rece ip t  of 
same o r  word from you t h a t  i t  is enroute -e w i l l  comence. the 
f i n a l  work toward t h e  J u l y  15 th  FEC report .  . _- 

CC 

David Watkins 
Earbara Yates 

f 

P.S. I am cncl 

Chairman 

. \  

992 
letters t o  David Watkins. Sou may not have these ;  they provide 
add i t iona l  d e t a i l  on our voluntary  pr ice  reduct ions.  They may 
a l s o  demonstrate t h e  f l avor  o f  our  e f f o r t s  t o  be a team player  t o  
t h e  Committee. 

sing a copy of o u r  July 22 and September IO, 

. 
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DATABASE SERVICES 
911 SECOND STREET, N.E. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002 
202-675-4900 

3 ;$ ....) 
C .  

3 

FAX Number: 202/675-4311 

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING 3 PAGE(S) 
(including transmittal sheet) 

TO: NAME Phil Friedman 

COMPANY Ross 6 Hardies 

FAX P 

DOCUHEM DESCRIPTION Proposed Xodifications to December 

10 Proposal 
FROH: k'illiam R. Anderson 

cO~MENTS: Phil. the enclosed cas FAXed to David k'atkins this 

morning. If it is approved, we will submit our comments 

on the proposed contract promprly. - bill 
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_ _  :_ . . . . .: . .  . January 22, 1992 

General 

- Following a ca re fu l  ana lys i s  of c o s t s ,  POC has determined t h a t  
t he  company is los ing  money on t h e  Clinton Committee work. 

-.The l o s s  czn be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  a combination of f a c t o r s ,  including: - POC underestimated the  s taff-hours  required.  - POC is  being r e l i e d  u?on f o r  a l a r g e r  sha re  of respons- 

- There have been fever  cont r ibu t ions  than estimated, but  
i b i l f r y  than an t ic ipa ted .  

f o r  ? i sher  averzge d o l l a r  amounts. This  has  markedly 
increEsed t h e  inportance of a f f i d a v i t s ,  s p l i t t i n g  and 
reac t r ibu t ions ,  and a11 t h e  work and follow-up associated 
with s u e .  

- Both ?OC and C o r n i t y e  are p lac ing  g r e a t  stress on optim- 
i za t ion  of z s t ch ing  funds and accura te  and f u l l  FEC com- 
p l i -  =..ce. 

- In  order  t o  continue pas t  t he  FEC submissions now i n  workup, POC 
w i l l  need a zodexate increase i n  revenue t o  meet @menses of t h e  
p ro jec t .  T x c e  inc reases  ese d e t a i l e d  i n  the pages t h a t  fo l lov .  
There are elso some decreases due to a l e s s e r  number of devices 
connected er ?DC) t o  POC's 5 y s t m  than o r i g i n a l l y  ant ic iFated.  

- Should work volume, r ea l loca t ion  of tasks ,  increases i n  e f f ic iency  
o r  o t h e r  f ac to r s  r e s u l t  i n  a change from meeting expenses t o  an 
appreciable  Tro f i t ,  we w i l l  reduce p r i c e s  t o  t h e  meet expense 
bas is .  - - Anticipated b n a c t  on monthlv c o s t s  t o  Committee - based on t h e  
number of coz t r ibu t ions ,  a f f i d a v i t s  and o the r  j o b s  f o r  the  r a t h e r  
.heavy month cf December, w e  es t imate  t h a t  t h e  C m i t t e e  will:see 
c o s t  increases  o f  about $5000. per  month as cmpared  t o  current  
rates. This does not  include the  "incentive" f e e s  t o  be  charged 
when and i f  a FEC grade of 98-00 o r  above is  achieved i n  a match- 
ing  funds s u h i s s i o n .  

j 5020 
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91 1 Second Street, N.E 
i\'isKr.~:on, D.C. 20002 

202 675-LgCO I Fix 675-491 1 

S e p t e r b e r  24, i992 

- runds l e f t  unueed i n  "zccount" 2s of 0?/01/92 a f t e r  
SC9 tilled S 29055.31 

;e: 510: 
E C  zss i jned grzte of 09 .8  

69212 c c n t r i b u t i c n s  prccassec! e u r i n g  moaih Z 1.03 
2653 z f f i l z v i t s  s e n t  1s .30 

6cr212.00 

._ - .--..L-..L scc rued  :o Clii-.csx Cc:z.ittce f o r  S i 0  zreee c v e r  98.0 = 
Z,E25,lS1.16 x 0.6% 22691.45 

51656.76 

~ 5 3 3 4 a  
51656.76 
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91 1 Second Street. N E 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

202 675-4900 I Fax 675-491 1 

Apr i l  16, 1993 

MEMORANDUM 

For: Richard V i l l i a m s  

Re :  Balancing of POC invoice t o t a l s  against  Committee disbursements 

When we run a t o t a l  of a l l  invoices  thru  - 
reimbursible expenses t h r u  10/01 - 10/31/92 period 
serv ices  th ru  02/01  th ru  02/15/93 period 

We g e t . . . . . . .  ............. $ 1052402.74 

Sour f i g u r e  of payments... 1039674.27 

The d i f f e rence  ............ 12728.47 represents  our invoice 
dared 02/03 /93  f o r  se rv ices  
01/16 t h ru  01/31 /93  which 
has not been paid (but 
probably included i n  the 
check which is coming). 

12728.61 is t h e  amount of t h s t  invoice 

Thus, w e  compute a balance vithin 000.14. 

Please advise  of anything f u r t h e r  needed. 

Best regards,  

5023 



This  section contains a copy of the "batch" of redesignation statements as sent 
from Little Rock to Pat Anderson at Poc in late October 1992. The CPC used this 
batch as the basis for the fust of 05 transfers, a l l  of which correlate to 
batches of redesignation statements similar to the first one shown herein. 

Nevertheless, the CPC's general counsel ma& the following false and misleading 
statements to the FEC to help cover up the significance of the redesignation 
statements and further distance itself from responsibilty for obtaining them: 

FALSE STATEMENT #2 
@om CPC Interim A& Response, 

"In those instances where they w r e  not totally supefluous the "redesignations" 
sought and obtained by the Committee8s vendor merely sene as confirmarion 
that the contributors intended these contribun-om to be made to the Compliance 
F ~ n d  since there may have been some ambiguity in the way in which the check 
were made out or in the unsigned cards that were attached to the checks. 

FALSE STATEMENT #3 
@om CPC Interinr Audit Response, Doc 23041): 

"No fiLRds were transferred to Compliance when the contributor's infent was 
unclear. The "redesigMn'ons " obtained by the Cornminee 3 vendor, although 
redesignanon war Q misnamer, serve as docwnenration oJ the contributors' 
intent to make contributions PO the Compliance Fund. In every instance, the 
addinonal clanfiing docmentarion was received within 60 days. '' 

AWDEWSON REPLY to False Statements #2 and #3: 

Statements #2 and #3 (above) exemplify the Chiton Primary Committee's (CPC) 
strategy of having it both ways with regard to the redesignation statements. 
On the one hand, in arguing that the contributions ir1 question were 
undesignated contributions, the CPC asserts the redesignation statements are 
superfluous. On the other hand, in arguing h t  the $2.4 million in 
contributions should remain in the Compliance fund ( G U C ) ,  the redesignation 
statements are trotted out to serve as evidence of donative intent, even though, 
supposedly, the vendor should not have obtained them. 

Far the moment, consider the CpC's assertions, listed on the following page, 
which were made to the FEC auditors as regards the signed &signation 
Statements, the fmt batch of which is contained herein: 

6000 



CPc assertion A that the statements were obtained without its hnowl-; 

CPC assestion B: that the mksignation statements, though 
confinned the donor bte& to make a COQtribUtiOn to tbe G m c ;  

CPC assertion C: that the umtributions shifted to GELK were not primary assets 
because "in writing" designation by tloe Coatributor did not exist; 

CPC assertion I): that the assets deposited in the 'suspense account" were NOT 
primary assets and therefore did not have to be included on its N W 0  financial 
stafements when it requested additional matching funds; 

CPC assertion E: that the contributions shifted to the GELAC were made based on 
an "analysis" by the CPC (False Statement #4 discussed in Tab 7); and 

CPC assertion F the contributions shifted to the GELAC were not primary 
contributions and thus the transfers not a violation of elsaioo law. 

U Q W  

Now, please f l ip through thie signed statements (Doc 6002-6100) 
and review the debit and credit slip which was filled out by the 
Little Rock accounting staff. It is clear these documents: 

Refute asseeion "A" above; the CPC itself was making transfers based on 
the signed statements even before the last matching fund payment was paid to it 
by the FEC; how could U m h t  assert the CPC was unaware of redesignation 
statements it was using in Seqtember 1992 as the basis for transfers of money? 

Refute assertion "B" above; the signed statements show the contributor gave 
FIRST to the primary campaign, and that only 38.000 of approximately 55,000 
donors asked to do so, wanted their contribution "redesignateti" to the G U C .  

Refute assertion "'c" above; the signed rexlesignation statements am the "in writing" 
evidence that the contribution was originally intended as a primary contribution. 

Refute assertion "D" above; the CPC did violate election iaw by not reporting a l l  
all of its primary campaign assets when requesting additional matching funds. 

Refute asation "E" above; the batch in this section, dong with the other 
documents shown in Tab I4 which are paxt of the gmnciliation* discussion, prove 
that the 15 Uanfeks from the primary to the GELAC were made based on batches of 
redesignation statements -- NOT a convenient analysis performed after the fact. 

Refute assertion "F" above; the signed statements prove the CPC t ransfed 
primary cotributions to the GEtAC while CPC had debts, a violation of election law. 

It is ironic that the Clinton Primary Committee itself 
sought and obtained the proof of its own wrongdoing - 
documents it had to Lurn around and coverup by making 

693tal~e statements. 
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David Green& 
2144 Venetian Way 
Winter Park. FL 32789- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check E 1 5 7  in the amount of S 50.00. deposited on 09/04/92. should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

Si-slture 

I understand that i f  I choose not to redesignate my contrihution. I may request a nfund of this amount. 

- . . .  - -_. .- . . . . . .  , -_ . 

.... .... . 1 . . .  

. . - -. _.i ". . 
. .  

. .  . .  . . . . .  . .  

I' .. .:... . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . .  

- _  - - .  

. . .  
. ._ . 

, .: ... . .  . .  

c I 
. .  
... - -  6003 

-- ..... . .  - . _  . .  
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. . . . . .  - .  . 4.. . . . . . . . . .  

Mitchell C. Domn .~ 
9183 E. V i r o  PI. 
Tucson. A t  857 LO- 

. : * .  --. 

YES, I want to redesignale my contribution to the General Election Legal nnd ACCOUnting Compliance Fw~. 

My contribution of check #4608 in the .mount of $ 36.00, deposited on 08128/92. should be ndesi+ to ths 
Genenl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears bebv.  

q/2;;(ciz 
Date 

c(pAm1Q- b - E/  
Occupation Employer 4 

oq:4 . .  .. 
.d.. ' 

a m ~ o f l h i r ~ t . ~ .  
.. ... , .  



Larry D. Williams 
15221 S.W. IMtb Avenue 
Miami. FL 33187- 

YES. I want to 

My contribution of cheek ly4449 L the amount of S 10.00, deposited on 08/21/92. should be rsdcsigoutd to the 
Genenl Election Lcgd aad Ac~louotiag Complhce Fuad. My signahlre q p a r s  below. 

my coatribtion to the G d  Election Legal rndl Acco~nting Cmqdhce F d .  

Rvzm m&qh-J IC dwi;/A/ &7T A ,&%dPP/ 
Occupation Employa /- 

I understand that if I choose aot to designate my contribution. Y may requert a refund of lhis amount. 

- 

6085' . 
. . .  

. .  ! .-.- - .  _: r ' . . ... ......... . . . . .  . . . .  :.. .1- z , :  
. . .  . . . .  *.:<;;b.'. 

. -  .. .%...y 
'Y.. , 



A. W. DiasDtr 
3193 Peaaingtoa Avc. 
AAon.,MN 5H)Ol- 

. .  . 

D 

YES, I want to redgignnte my coatributioa to the Gmad Eleclioo Legal .od ~aounting C0mpli.n~~ Fmd. 

My ewlribution of eheck #4881 in the amount of $300.00. deporitcd 00 dbersdesi totse 
gal and Asauntiag C e m p l i i  Fund. My signature 

/ l o / d 9 z  
Signature 

Employer 
M b  

Occupation 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I m y  request a refund of this amount. 
r?? 

. .  . . .-.-.-- . . .. . . . . ~  
f 

i;T Herbat L.-,y& 
!$ 19 Avon P k  

Migcaa.MA 02174- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to &e Garml Eleclica Legal md AaoUating C o m p l i  F d .  
f 

;+ 
i3 
.IU 

E My contribution of check #913 in the uwunt of $ 20.00. deposited 00 09/02/92. dtould be rededigisted to the 
Gmml Election Legal md Aaounling Complipoce F d .  My sipamm nppern below. 

I uadcrstand thpt if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may q u a t  a refund of this . m ~ u ~ t .  

.- - 
Robert J.  Golten 
1145 Jay SI. 
Boulder. CO 80302- 

YES, I want IO redesi,%te my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

, deposited on 08/25/92. should be dedesigiuted to the . My signature appcp's below. 

. ~ ,  

6006 Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may qust a refund of chis amount. 



- - -- 
. _. . .. . . ,*.i ..a. .,__- . .. . ..-. ., .i._ .. ~. _. - ... . .. - .  - .. . .  

- . .# - . , .  

. . . .  
John M c  
4133 De Poul Q. ._ . . .  . ...-. .-._ , . ...- -.- . . . . .  - . . .-_.._..-.. * ; .  

.. 
. . . .  . .  . 

. .  - _ .  . WIOCII~~, CA 95821- C. 

. .  
YES. I want to Sedesignate my ccnuibution to tbe Gmeh Election Lcgd a d  Acaxu~ting Campti- F d .  . :. 

My contribution of check lY6187 in &e m u o t  of S 25.00, depasilsa on 08/27/82. duwld be redai- ta the 
General Elation Legal and Accounting CompiiaDce Fund. My signature apppaa below. 

fS&z-i&fi F-- 

Occupition 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I <+ 
i:4 
p'i 
.rl 

Daniel J. OFriel 
PO Box 9662 
S a t a  Fe, NM 87504-9662 

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliulec: Fund. 

My contribution of check #600 in the amount of 5 100.00. deposited on 08/25/92. should be rrdesigruled to the 
General Election Legal and Accountbg Compliant Fund. My signnturc appears below. &%e +/ 4 2 5 5 (  9/2 Y / V L  

- 
/ 

Dnte sL2 l!F Signature 

L ~ ~ l / r ; ? k t  
Occupation Employer 

1 understand that if 1 choose not to designate my coatribution. I my request a refund of this amount. 

.I -- 
I. .-_. - - . . -  ____. .  lachen M. Pcna 

716 Coastland Drive 
Palo Alto, CA 94303- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to tbe Gened Electim Legal and Accouoting CompliaDce Fund. 

My contribution of check #$So iu the amount o f f  5 . 0 .  $EpoJited on 08/25/92, should be zedea6gnated b tbe 
Gcaenl Election Legal and A C C O W I ~ ~ ~  Compliance Fund.' My sigaruun below. 

Isku-uweL 
6007 Occupation - Employcr 

I t u u h t a d  that if I choose oat to designate my contribution, I may quest a nhud ofphiu amount. 



PetarO'Rdlly 

spring Vdlej:. @A 91977- 
3460 Glm Dr. 

. - .  

YES, I want to rrdaigolre my contributicn to cbe General Elecciw 

My contribution of check #I164 in the amount off 50.00. 
Gcaual Election Legal and Accounting Complipaa Fuad. My rigaclture 

AccounliDp Coq!inneOr F&. 

totbs 

I understand that if I ch-' not to designate my contribution. I my req- a refund of this Moullt. 
I 3  
i-?J 
5 

fy 
8 

. -  - --.= .-.. 
Charlotte W. Guice 
4901 N. Calk Luisa 

!'i Tucson, AZ 85718- 

:* 

z.3 

s 

YES. I want to rcdcsigate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 
Q 

!9. 

3 My contribution of check EO29 in the amount of S 25.00. deposited on 09/02/92. should be redesigaatal to che 
i 9  General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My sigxdture appears klow. 

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesigmte my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

Sara 1. Davis 
4768 Allied Raod 
S a  Diego. CA 92120- 

x 
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to Ihe Gknual Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check a429 in the amount of S 100.00. deposited on 08/28/92. should be designated KI the 
Gcneral E w i o n  Legal a id  Accounting C o J p d i  knd. My signatt~re appears below. 

- 
f I  I understand tolpt if I choese not to designate my contribution. I m y  ques t  a rehurd of tliu ~moullt. 



. .  ...... . . - . . . * . _  . .  . . .  . . 1 ...- 

My contribution of chcck xS54 in &e amount of $ 50.00. 

Occupation 1 Employer 

I undersand *at if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I m y  q u a t  a refund of this amount. 

. : r  .* 
I';i , =  

.;.: 
i';r 

E 

p: Jeffrey oppenheimu 
ip 2Q1 Eist 2kt Street 

jy New York. NY Y0010- 

.-. -- 
- 
I 

YES, I want to designate my contribution to the General Elation Lqal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check 1168 in the .mount of $ 25.00. &posited on 08/31l92, should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal aad Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

'2- 
c 
= i f '  

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I chwse not to designate my contribution, I m y  q u e s t  a refund of this amount. 

Janet K. O'connell 
225 Central Park West Apt. 1205 
NCW YO&. NY 1Mn4- 

YES, I want to dedcsignate my contribution to the General Election kgal  and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check 11006 in the Mount off 100.00. depdod on 09/02/92, sbould be ndtJigmtd to the 
General Election t g d  and Accouating Conpiisrace Fund. My signatye below. . , 

S,igdature . Date 



- p=! 

jq 

iq 

;* 

- . !V : 
E 

Lillim H O W  
734 S. Woodside Dr. 

r3 Vermilion, QH 44089- 
E YES, I want to redesignnte my contribution to the General Election Legal rad Accounting ColnpliYlcc Fund. 

My coatribution of check #& in the UsOuBt of S 2O.W. deposited on 08128/92. should be designated to &e e 
i General Election Legal pad Aceouting Conaplimw Fund. My signature 1ppe01s below. 

Employer 

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may q U g D  a refund of lbis umunt. 

.. _. .. .. ._ ... _. . . i . . _ .  . .  . _. -&--L--- 

Sylvia Chudy '.-J \ 

YES. I wan1 to designate my i .contribution to the General Election Legat and Accounting Complimca Fwd. 

i 
RTl Box 299 
Bisnurck, AR 71929- 

I' 

My contributioo of dtsk 
Gcoerai Eisctioo Legs! d Accounting Conapliura Fund, .My _. si@tafurc appears belpw. 

in the amount of S 20.00, deposited on 08nlmt. should be rrdesignrtad to the 

Occupatioo 

6020 



.. 

.i. 

. . .  ... .* -.. - .. -..-. .. . -. .. 
. ~ . . _  .... -. -.... . . .  

. . .  , 
. . . .-. . . . .  

.~ . . _. .  -. -... - 
4644 Brandon Ct. 

. ~- - -. . .  . .. 

. . .  . .  . .. - sm(, M a .  CA 93425"- . - .~ . 
YES, I miant to designale my contri 

My contribution of chmk Imo in &e 
Genernl Efection Legal and Accounting Compli- Fund. My sipartus appars below. 

Gmml Election g& Afccwa&g'hqLi- Fund. :: . . '. 

of $ 10.08. deposited OR 09/01/92, should be dts~pated to tb8 

. .. 

6-92- 
Date 

L Employer 

I=$ .mi_ I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may quest a refund of this amount. iu 
p:r 
ct;i 

Phillip W. Crawford. 4r. 
155 E. 29th St.. K29E 
New YO&. NY 10016- 

YES, I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check # G I  in t h e ~ m t  of S 100.00. 
Fund. 

... ' 
Occupation I 

deposited on 08/25/92, should bz redesignated to the 
My signature appears below. 

I undersmd that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may q u e s t  a mfurul of this amount. 

Augusta L. Packer 
420 E Urd #ME 
New Yo&. NY 10010- 

YES, I want to designate my ux~tribpltim to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check MI 1 in the amount of $1ooO.OO, deposited o(r 08/21/92, should be radesigrmkd to &e. 
General Electioa Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signatun appepn below. 

- ' ' 



cluhr)m s. Guylu 
126 E. 24th St. -. 
New Yo&. NY 10010- 

YES. 1 want to deSigMlr  my Contriburim to tbe Genua1 Eldim h g d  mid A m l i n g  Compliance Fund. 

My contribulion of dreck~X3573 in rhe &at of 
Gcocnl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appeus below. 

-- 
iced M 0 9 I ~ i 9 2 .  should be dfsigmd to the . 

I understand that if I choose not to designata my contribution, I may request a whnd of this amun~.  

Jerry Spector 
148 S. Formosa Ave. 
Los Aageles. CA 90036- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution o f  check #923 in the amount of $ 50.00. deposited on 08/22/92. should be designated to the 
Fund. My signature appears below. 

Occupation Employer 

I undzrsund that if I choose not to redesignate my contrihution. I may request a *fund of this amount. 



r -  

George w. Simt 
426Lnvirceat€lRd. 
Del.w~k., OH 43014- 

YES, I want to redesignate my amttibution to the Genuml Election Legal and Accounting cOnrpOi.nce Fund. 

M y  Cootribution of check #%? in the amount Qf f 100.00. depxited on 08/26/92, &odd be nd&gMted to tbs 
General Election Legil and Accounting Compliance Fund. M y  signature rppeprs below. 

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request I refund of this ammat. 
u 
(1 

I*'! 
:+ __ L-. 
M 
@ 
;'; i. z EIP-.Tx 79925- 

:* 
!a 
iP 
i% 

iy 

----_ . .,-G---'.b- --_ .-.-.-----. 
s 

Robert S p M g c ~  
10244 Bermuda 

r 
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Awunting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check b1654 in the m m t  of f 75.00, deposited on 08/21/92. should be ndesigmtcd to the 
. My 5ipture rppcors below. - 

Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may request a refund of this umuot. 

YES, I want to ndeaigo.lt my coatlributioo to the Gareral Election Legal .ad Accounting Coqliirace Fund. 

My contribution of chcck Y1653 in &e sarwnt of $ 75.00. deposited on 08/21/92, ssould be rrdesigmkd to the 
Gmeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance F d .  My si- .ppan Wow. . . ,. 



I 

I understand Iba! if1 choose no! Io ddaignate my contribution. 1 may q u s f  a mhnd of lhis smount. 
&s . ,  
i'; 
p-; 

.. - 
!I j : ,  

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the G e n d  Elecfim Legal md Accouoting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #71U in the amount of $100.00. dgposikd on 08125/92. should be ruIcsigaaied to the 
General Election Legal and Accou+g ComplipoCe Fund. My s i g n a ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ P U S  Mow. 

5 

: .- -7 

. ~ 5  

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may quest  a refund of this amount. 

Stevm Nasla 
5836 Birchbook Dr, R137-A 
D d l ~ . .  TX 75206- 

YES, 1 wait to redesignate my contribution to the Gened Election Legal uul Accounhg Compliance Fund. 

My conhibuciiw of check Y351 in the aawmt of S 5O.M). delpariled on 08/2828/92, should be radesipted to the 
General Election Legal and Accamting Compliiaace Fund. My signature appears below. . .  .. - 



stepbrn A. Cola 
2 PUlL st. 
Bdf’&.. ME 04915- . 

, 
. . .  - . . .  ~ . 

I wdentand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this UIIouut. 

Charles M. Shepard 
1670 Huffrmnr Ave. 
Dayton. OH 45403- 

YES. I want to redesignak my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check YllO in the amount of E 25.00, deposited on 08/24/92, should be redeSignuad to Ihe 
d. My signature appears below. 

&f.  2 5 .  /qq2 
Date 



, :_ , - :  
1 r' 

. - .  ----__ . .. . Fred P a ~ o  . ~ ... 
16 Crest Rd. 
Waylmd, MA 01778- 

YES, I waot to redesignate my contribution to the General Electioo Legal m d  Accountiog Complirna Fund. 

My contribution of check 11632 in the IIlxlunt of S 25.00, deposited on 08124192. should be rrdesignrced to the 

! ;-: 
i .  

.-a . .: 
'5 

 si^ ..: . ,  

." .i~ 

!- 

iy.. 

n 

zr 

'I 

Date 

- 
Occupatio0 Employer ' 

I understaod that i f  I choose not io designate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

6016 



r 

-. 
----.--------I- 

1 ='i 
.f 

a Jeffrey P. Hoyle 
1 X? 56 Loclrevood circle 
t u -  'i swanwr, M A  02111- 
177 

E 

'F 

YES, I want to ndesigoate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 
c 
b My contribution of check #4979 in the uwuot of S 10.00, deposited on 09/08/92. should be designated to the 

5 liarice Fund. My signature ppeprs below. 

'l $5. -e D S .  

Occupation Employer 

I understand &at if I choose not to designate my contribution. I amy request a refund of tbis uwunt. 



I u n d d  that if I choose mt to red&* my cootsibutia, I m y  roqugt a nefvnd ofrhis mount. 

I i. 
!d i 

137 

I? 
& 

+I 

+ai 

Betty J. DeWin 
325 Northridge Drive 
Scots Valley.. CA 95066- 

YES. 1 want IO redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal md Accounting Compliaacc Fund. 

My contribution of chock #372 in ?he amount of $ 35.00. deposited on 08/24/92, should be designatad to the 
General Election Lesa1 and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

E 

+% 
!d 

e 

.+ 
!d 
'Z  
,e= 

.? 

!% a v  1 9 9 s  
Date 

P+ ?,LA c 

Occupation Employer 

I undersfand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a nfund of this amount. 

Fran Hanchett 
100 L o c k r w d  #138 
Scotts Valley. CA 95066- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution ro the General Election &gal pnd Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check W98 in the amount of S 100.00, deposited on 08/31/92, should be designated to the 
General Election Le@ and Accounting Compliance Fund. My 'signature appears below. 

Signature 
. .- 

rc . - 
Occupation 

c 



. .  .-. . .  ... 

. 
~. . ~, 

,:A. Beverly Solomon 
.? .. 582 Jobel Dr. 
. .  

Haddonfield. NJ 08033- 
. .  
I ,  

.... YES. I want to redzsi:natc my conrnbiition to the General Election L q a l  and Accountins Compliance Fund. 
,.- - . .  

hly contribution of check a1868 In the ainount of 5 30.00. deposifed on 08/7-1192. should be redzsignafed to the 
General E k t i o n  L-:4 and Ascotintins Compliance Fund. hly siynature appears bzlow. 

F 

... . .  

2 s -  /972 
Date #' 

A i- 

, i -. - .  .. [[ / 

Employer 
1, fi!d 

Occupation 

I understand that if 1 choose not Io redesi;na?e my contribufion. I m y  request a refund of this amount. 

6012 

. ............. . _ . ~  .... v..... . . .I.' . . . . . .  *. . . . . . .  . . - - p:--+q : 



Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I m y  quest a refund of this pIIIouo1. 
p= 
r=T 
p7 

Fern C. Haaland 

Tacoma, WA 98415- 

i?: 
.I 1701 E. I B t h  St. $7 

(L 

.* 

.J .Y 

12 
YES. I want to redcsiynate my contribution to the General Election ksa1 and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #8858 in the amount of 5 15.00. deposited on 08/5 /92 .  should be redesignated to the 
on Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appzaa below. 

9 67.J 9z 
Date 

. 
g 
:3 

Signature 

I understand that i f  I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

Robert W. Morrison 
P. 0. Box 318 
Mabomt.. IL 61853- 

YES, I want to rcdesignafc my contribution to the Geoenl Election L ~ g d  and A e ~ a ~ l i n g  Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of cbcdc 45271 in the amount of $ 25.00. deposi?ed on 08124392, should be ndesignntcd to the 
General Election Legal ddd Acc6hting C o m p l i k  Fund. My s@a!~rc appears below. 

Signature 

% occup8tion - Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to dcsiipn;rts my contributiw, I m y  quest  a mfund of thisomount 

- 
6020 



c 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my cantributioo. I m y  request a refund of this amount. 12 
p2 
Pi 
15 

Lisa castrignvlo 

Springfield, VT 05156- 

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contnbution of check #637 in the amount o f f  75.00. deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the 
Generdl Elecction Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears blow. 

I undcrstlnd IIUI if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of lbis amount. 



warl.n M. G- 
2QlS Mukhm Dr. 
c b . p l  Hi. NC 27516 . .  
YES. I want to designate my contribution to tbe Garrd Election -1 and Accounting C o m p l i d  Fund. 

My contribution of check 11010 in th amount off  60.00. dewsited on 08t2119;b. should be ndesinolud (0 the 
G&ml Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

a& 
Signamre 

I understand that if I choose not to rcdesisnate my contribution. I m y  quest a refund of this mount. 

- 
Betry Hodpccr 5tamm 
3245 WorrhinppoD St.. NW 
w.shiagtoa.Dc 20015- 

YES. I want to rr8Csignak my Ewtribution to Ibe Gmenl Election Legal a d  Accounting Colmpl~nnce Fund. 

My contribution of check Y392 in be omwot of S 200.00. depcsited on 08/27/92. should be redesignated to tbe 
General Election Legal and Accounting C o m p l i i  Fund. My sigMhue appan below. 

i d  . r c  his--- 
Occupation Employ= 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a n h d  of this moue.  

Victor Shimkin 
184 Adam SI. 
D e l m ~ .  NY 12054- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

25.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redcsignatcd to the 

.... - .  



.. ... ..:.. 
-f. 

I undcmtand that if I chcose notto designate my contribution. I may rrqucstanCuDd of thisamwat. 12 
.+ 
r?? 
.+ 
& - - I  ,;r Betty Jean Sonnie 
,-?% 131 O'Hara Street 

.* 

..I---.. - .__.i__ ". ---- _--.--------.- -r- 
4 .  

1 ,  

i' pT' Gmsburg , .  PA 15601- 

..iF YES, I want to redesslgpate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

M y  contribution of check # O B 5  in the amount of S 50.00. deposited on 09/01/92, should be redesignated to the 
Genenl Election Legal and Accountin2 Compliance Fund. My sismature appears below. 

.J 13 

i-1 .* 
e Id' 

/ I  2 6- L 
Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to rcdrsiSnrte my contribution. I may quest a refund of this amount. 

Jack Delman 
302 Burnt Mills 
Silver Spring. MD 2 M 1 -  

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election kgal and A c ~ u n l i n g  Compliance Fund. 

My cootributioo of cbock #SO9 in the amount of S 100.00. deposited 01 09/08/92. should be radesipDItecl to the 
ting Compliance Fund. My si-suhm below. - . 

a9 ?a 
Date 

W & r Y \ Q S  ibc\zd G - .  &f+s 
Employer 

I uwientud-that if I c h ~ m e  not to mdesignrtc my cootritmtion, I my quest  a rem of this amount. 6823 



I UodersUod that if I choose not to d a i p t e  my coatributim. I may quest a refuod of rbis amount. 

Scott R. Parsons 
2314 Wilson St. 
Durham,. NC 27705- 

YES, I want to redesignate my cootribution to the General Elation Legal and Accounting ComplinnCe Fund. 

My contribution of check 11007 in tbc acmunt of $ 20.00, deposited on 08131/%?. should be redcsigoatod 10 the 
ing C o m p l i  Fund. My signature a p p ~  WOW. .. . - 

Date Y 

Employer 
602 

~ p r t i o o  

I undashad &at if I choos~ m% to redesignate my ccmttibution, I may request a nhurd of this mxmnt. 



_.-. - - - _  - .. 

Margaret Parker 
1010 Highland Woods 
Chapel Hill. NC 27514- 

YES, I want to 

My contribution of c k k  #11248 in tbe aumunt of 0 500.00. deposited (M 08/31l92. should be ndtsignatcd to the 
Gcacrd Elechon Legal and Accounting Comgli.nCe F d .  My signature appern below. 

&(PA 

I undenrurd that if 1 choose not to rrdesiprult my contribtioa. 1 may requeJt a refund of chis amount. 

. .  . . _  
... - . .. '...?' , .. . .  . :. . . .  



MulhaPuroat 
53 S e d  h e  
S h a m a ,  OK 74801- 

YES, I want 90 redsignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of chtck #I319 in the amount of $ 30.00. deposited on 08/31/92, should be designated to the 
General Election Legal and Accountkg Complimu Fund. My signalure apprs  below. 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount. 

- __ - , . n -. . . ... -.-:s&f ---. 
.. reul F. Daniel 

P.O. Box 939 
Mushall. AB 72650- 

i 

i YES, I want to designate my contribution eo the Gencnl Election Legal and Accounting Complianu Fund. 

My contribution of check I S  1 I I i the amount of $ 155.00, deposited 011 08/28/92, W i d  be redesignated to the 
Gurcnl Election Legal and Accounting Compllm Fund. My signature appears below. 

/ 
6026 Employer 



F 

Stephen H. Hanna 
3205 South 5 1 St. 
Fort Smith, AR 72903- 

YES. I want to redesisnate my contribution to the General Election Lesa1 and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #3746 in the amount of S 25.00. deposited on 09/02/92. should be designated to the 
General Ektion Legal and Accounting Carnpliance Fund. My s i p h l m  appears below. n 

I understand that it' I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may rquest a mhnd of this amount. 

Robefl Clemenz 
4011 Lure1 Street 
New Orleans. LA 70115- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and laccouoting Compliance Fund. 

My wntribution of check #13W in the ~ o r u r t  of $ 10.00, deposited on 09/03/92. abould bs nderignrbd to Ihe 
General Election hgi l  and Aecouothg CQnrPliMce FupP.. My-signatum pppeprs ,Wow. 



.: . , . 

My contribution of check #!3246 ia tbe mount of S 20.0,  deposited on 08RQ192. should be lsdesignakd to the 
Gewrrl Election Legal and Aaountiog Compliance Fund. My sig~~I~n a p p c ~  below. 

I I undemand that if 1 choose oot to redesignate my contxihutioo. I may request a refund of this awunt. 
I;? ,+ 
p: 
& 

4..* 1'; Shea Cnin 
iw 517 Hawthorne 
1;; Fayetteville. AR 72701- 

.* 
I& 

;=22 
IT? - 

.= 

- . .  :::.. . !.' . .  

il 

E 

YES. I want to redesignate my coatcihution to the General Election Legal and AccouatiDg Compliance Fund. 
.a5 
a= 

5 My contribution of chack #7715 in &e amount o f f  100.00. &pasited on 08/26/92. should be ndesigaated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. = 

iic 

4 - 9 & Z + L  
Si ature Date 

&!IL Ck!?-,<&&3L4-J G b  A&! c!sizduQ 
Occupation Employe 0 
I understand that if J choose not to redesignate my contribution. J may request a rcfimd of this amount. 

Frances 0. Nixon 
44 Robmwood Dr. 
Little Rock. AR 72207- 

YES. I want to ndesigmtc my cattibution to the Geoeral E l d o n  Legal mod Accounting C o m p l i  Fund. 

My catribution of c b k  #76 i the rmount of 5 100.00. deposited 08 08/'221/92. should be mksi to& 
G d  Election Legal and Aoxmnting C b m p l i  Fuad. My s i g b i f b  @pan below. - ' 



I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may raqwst a refund of this amount. 



G Q E k d W i  
313 Qolon 
AEboq1x 75551- 

:s 
r9 

I 

C M e S  carlton (Pldkm 
4521 Fox Run Rd 
Louisville. KY 40207- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and AcCOWlthg Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check M.568 in tbe anmnt off 100.00. & p ~ ~ i t &  on 09/02192. should be rodesigDotrd (0 tbe 
G m d  Elaction &?gal and Accounting Compli.nCe Fund. My Signahrre *pars below. 

Occupation Employer 

I 

I 1 undersfand that if 1 choose not IO redesiwk my contribution. 1 my nquest a mbod of this amount. 

q- J 3"- F L -  6030 



r i y  D. sublca 
49ooNwRalHswLas 
PLtb woud4. MO am- 

. .  

.. . .  I " 

6031 I undastand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a reM of thir ~mo11ot. 



Fomrt W. Hensky 
1700 S. J-y 
hg~i: . .  IN 47302- 

. .  

YES. I want to nrlzsigmte my contribution to alpe h l  Elstlion legal rad Aoccrpnting compli.aa F d .  

My contrihutiiin of check E 0 3  in the amount of E 40.00. deposited on 08/n192. r&ruld bs rrdesigoatal to tbe 
General Election Legal MJ Accounting Cornpiiancc F d .  My Jignature .ppnrr below. 

Signature Date 

1- 

Occuyfion 

I understand !ha! if I c h o w  not to wfrsipnate my conrributico. 1 m y  q u e s t  a n W  of this amount. 

9 
!9 

a 

Q 
!3 

Thomas M. Sheehan 
19054 Fremnt Avenue N 
Serttle. WA 98133- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the Genwal Election Legal md Accounting CaotpliuKc F d .  

My contribution of check #5392 in the amount of E 25.00, deposited on 09/02192. should be rrdesigaated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears b&w. 

?I. f / .n/ 
, d  

t&%m - k&'J 
Signature , Date 

d 

Employer 
s&y-. . P . . 

Occupation 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my L.ontribution. I may rqucs~ a refund of &is uawnt. 

Edward C. Hamilton-TEE 
5440 NO Ocean Drive 
Rivera Beach. FL 33404-2530 

YES. 1 want to designate my contribution to the Gmernl Election Ltgpl aad Accounting Compliaace Fund. 

My contribution of check # I 0 4  in the amount of $ 50.00, deposired on 08/21/92. sbould be designated to &e 
General Election Legal and Accounting COIIIp~~MCe Fund. My sigorcure appeprs below. 

, . . .  - 

Rc-7-7 KL--i?, 
Occupation Employer 

I undeatand-that if I choose not to ndcrigomte my coatribution. I m y  quest a reW of thir -A. 6032 



' c  

- . . . . . . . . . .  . .  
. .  . .  

... -. . .  .. ... . . -  -. . 

E 
Mn. Kelroy Chadwick 

1x7 2924 Hutanwood Dr. 
i9t Fort Worth. TX 76109- 
M 
s YES, I want to designate my contribution to the General Election bgal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check U4718 in the amount of S 50.00. deposited on 09/08/92, should be designated to the 
.+ 
I% 
d 

E General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

L & k  7 .  

Occupation Employer I 
1 understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution, I may quest  a nhwl of rhis amount. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .-___,. _--. 
,-e- - 

Epmon T. OSullivm 
34 Tacoma St. 
Springfield., MA 01104- 

YES, I waot to designate my contribution to the Geneni Eiation Leg4 and Afcounting Compliance Fund. 

My conlribution of check #2322 in the aamunt of E 25.00. atpaSiled on 08/26/92, dbould be des ipabd  to the 
Genccrl Election I&@ an9 Aceomling 43mpliance Fund. My signature rpaars belaw. 



c 
YES. I want IO rrdesipte my sonenbution to the General Election Legal .nd A#rwntiol Complii.8~~ Fuad. 

My contribution of cheek XI042 in tbe amount of $100.00, deposiralon 08t27/92, rbww & mdesigmtcd to the 
General Election Legal and A~coun* Complmcc Fund. My dspllture appears below. 

. .  

TI d F  6, A.A5rrA7%nl E*cfJ 
Ernploydr Occupation 

I understand that if I choose no? to redesignate my contribution. I may request I r e m  of lhio anmunt. 

>* 
&9 

t 

Tom Chnncellor 
2932 6th Avenue 
Fort Worrh, TX 761 10. 

i119 
!F 
131 

f 

YES. I want to nrlesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting C o q l i  Fuad. ;$ 
13 

IF 
Q 

E My contribution of check 11583 in the amoune of S 100.00, deposited on 08/26/92. should be designated to the 
General Election Legal and A Fund. My signature appepn below. 

Date 9 /(Lk7$&-- 
J 

Occupation 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution, I may q u e s t  a n M  of lhio mount. 



. .  - . .  . 

35 



Job.nar. M. Gmgcrseo 
8191 W a r n  Blvd. 
Center Line. MI 48015- 

YES. I want lo redesignate my contribuaioa to the G d  Eledon Legal tncl Accounting e O m p l i  Fund. 

My contribution of check 13088 in tBe amount of S 25.00. deposical M W28/92. sbould be designated IO the 
General Election Legal md Accounting C p m p l b  Fund. My im appears blow. 

* 



Q My contribution of CW MI% in the uaount of f 10.00. dcpositecl on 08/27/92. should be nrkrigDptcd to the 
Gmcral Election Lzgai md Arrwnlinp Compliance Fund. My sigrurure appepR blow. 5 

i3 



I understand rhat if I choose not to redesign& my wntrihtioa. I may raquest a refund of this amount. 

Patrick &Backer 
1455 N. Pndemsr Ave. 
Bm. CA 92621- 



.g 
P 

My fonfributiw of k k  X I S 2  h the mnom1 o f f  

Employer 

1 .z.:--.--.-.r--~-- -- -_____I .-ryCIL-- 

sbdk 1' . Davis 
7913 Vrnlrge Ave. i NO& H ~ l l y ~ o o d .  CA 91605-24~/ 





- . .  
__I 

- E  

lq 
19. 

:* 
13 

Q 
0 

E+ Von Dertlsch 
65 F N ~  Dr. 

I Walnut Creek. CA 945%- 

YES. I want to designate my uwvibucion to ebc General Elet ion Legal md Accounting Compliance F d .  

My contribution of check 11623 in the m u a t  of $ 20.00. depasitcd on wy28/92. should be redesignad to the 
General Election Legal pod Accoualing Compliance F d .  My signuure pppcur klow. 

L 

- 2 3 -  99. 
Signature Dab: 

Occupation 1 EaIQloyer t 

, - -  .. *e? Q&li4p, ,y. i, " L1;hir&ry 

I undersfand Ihu if I choow not to rrdcsigplste my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 



B u l t y J . N k  . 
U I O N .  pf.rinoDP. _. . 
a b g o . I E  Q0613- 

I undemtd that if I cboosc not to redesignate my contribution. I may raqu+st a refund of chis amount. 

- _Icp 

E u p  Conon 
5050 S. M e  Shon Dr. Kt314 
Chicago,. IL 60615- 

YES. I want to rodesignate my contributioa to the G d  E ~ C C ~ ~ O Q  Legal and Acccwnhg Cumpli.rre Fund. 

My contnbdon of k k  #%I6 in tbe .mount of 5 25.00. ckpsited on 08/26/92, should bc rodesignrtdl to the 
Geamt Elstion Legal md Accounting Compliu~e: Fund. My signaturn rppn blow. . .._. 



1 underst.ad that if I chaos not to redesiguate my contribution. I may quest  a eehrnd of this amount. 

ii 
'r 
,r- 
L :- '< 

. .. . 

filq k-dS I 
Employer 

b / t l G  
Occupation 

I underslrind that i f  I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I m y  request a mhnd of this amount. 



Fled O m  
Box 31 
W& cbtstrr. PA 19381- . 

YES. I want to rrdaiw my ContribUtioD to the GaLtrrl Election Legal ud A m t ; o S  C o m p l i i  Fund. 

Occupation 

My signature rrpp.rs klow. 

I understand that if I choosr: not to designate my contribution. 1 may requat a rehnd of this amount. 
,e; 

5; 

.;f / * /  

* !  

Ioha M. Hogg 
531 Madison St. i'.;.; 

?*a! 

:f 

Albmy,CA 94706- "5. I :. .- 

YES, I wait to designate my contribution to the Genenl Election Legal and Accouatbg Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of cbeck m753 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited on 08l31/92, should bc redesignated to the 
Gaetalblection Legrl and Accwntig Compliaace Fund. My signature .pp?am below. 

.- 
x j :  

I understand h a t  if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this Mount. 

Jon D. Peterson 
4142 Rsinhardt Dr. (510) 
Oaklad. CA 94619- 

YES, I want to designate my contribution fo the Genenl Elecfion Legal and Accounting Complimca Fund. 

My coattibution of check 113104 in &e amount of S 501p.00. deposited on 08121/92. &miid be redesignated to (hc 

Compliance Fund. My signature below. 
/ 

Signature Date I 

I 6044 
4 

Occupation Employer 

I undmund Q.t if I Chcmsc aot to redesignate my foatributioa. I may quest  a nhrod of lhis amount. 



George E. C M ~  
1852 B f e  Hute st. 
p. l~Alto .CA 94303- 

YES. 1 waut to redcsigmc my Urntributim to ahe Gama! U d o n  Legal rad AccouDaiDg Cow- Fund. 

r.? 

. r. 

1 understand that if I choose oot to redesignate my contribution. I may quat a n W  of this amount. 
1 =s 
- 
.! i 

:.,: t . ?  

4 
-1 .. . - L -,. ... . . .  ...- y..:-ri-.;  ~ , 
2 -7 -----L-.---.- 

. . .  . . . .  
- --a -~ - - ..- 

Anne S. Dantzig 
821 Tolmnn Dr. 

F: 
j ‘F- 
rT5 SWfOd. CA 94305- , v i  

YES, I want to desi,aate my contributioo to the G 4  Election Legal und Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check 14458 in the tmount of S 25.00. dtepositol on 08/26/92. should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

.e 
17 

;w. 2-2 

.a! 

E 

17. 

I undenund chat if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

J a m  E. Hdlcr 
5705 Holton b. 
Temple Hills. M D  20748- 

YES. 1 want to mlrsignatc my contribution to the General Electioo Legal and Accounthg Compliance Fund. 

M y  contribution of check m235 in the amount off 35.00. deposited on 08127l92, ShOuEd k redesignvul to the 
GaKrrl Election Legal ilnd Affwnting CompliuKz Fund. My signature appan below. . .  . - 

- 





David C. Nelsoa 
855 Hamilton Ave. 
P ~ o  Alto. CA 94301- 



i 

&chard P. Cnu 
17701 S. Avololl Blud, #lW 
W . C A  90746- - 

c mupation 1 E .. 
I undersmd that if I choosc not lo radssipnrts my coluributioo. I may fwp8U a d b d  of thir .mouOI. 



Phyllis Evans 
1901 Atlanta 
F o ~  Smith. AR 72901- 

YES. I m t  to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check I in the amounnof S 300.00. deposited on 09/04/92. should be redesignated to the General 
Ekclion Legal uul Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

%-I5 c 91 
Date 

Occupation 

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contrihution, I my request a refund of this amount. 

6043 

. . .. . 



I understand that if I choose not to rededgnate my contribution. I may request a nhrnd of this .moucr(. 

I;-- 

iy 

- - 
.&J 

E 

Simon S. Davidson 
8707 143rd Ave Ct. E 
F'uyallup. WA 98372- 

YES, I want to rrddsignate my contribution to the General Election Lcgal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #I023 in the amount of $ 20.00, deposited on 09103192. should be designated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

I understand that i f  I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount. 

Todd E. Morrow 
6221 Second Dr. SE 
Everett, WA 98203- 6050 
YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuod. 

My contribution of check #1970 in tbe amount of S 25.00, deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to tbt 
IianceFund. 

n 

Employer I ': _ -  . Occupation 



Bcrtrite Wle? 
*' 6442 Clmy QrpQ Avenue 

I DIupp,Tx 75225- 

YES, I want to designate my contributim to the G m d  Election Le@ rad Accounting Comphace Fund. 

My contribution of check 19547 in the amount of S 30.00, d@tcd on 08/21/92, should be redesigDIlcd to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature rppan Wow. 

c 

Occuption Employer 

I understaad that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may r c q w  a refund of this amount. 

=a. 
I_ 

.G 
L 

E 

ip 
@ 

Iawrence Schroeder 
2048 Briar Hill 
Schaumburg, IL 60194- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #224 in the amount of $ 100.00. deposited on 08/24/92, should be redesignated :o the 
Geyezl Flection Legal - andficounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

' 

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a rehnd of this amount. 

-- 
Dougals L. Moore 
3327 -25th Ave. S. 
Seattle, WA 98144- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal nnd Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #I419 in &e amount of 0 100.00, deposited on 08/28/92. should be designated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compbance Fund. My signature appears below. 

. .... - _  

Signatu6 Date - 
s . f r  yc d 

605 I Occupation Employer 

I und&taad&at if I choose not to d e s i p t e  my coarributioo. I may rsquesb .a refuud of this amow. 



Charles A. Ferry - 
1008.E. Redfidd Rd. 
Tempe, AZ. 85283- 

YES, I want to mksignnte my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #5649 in the amount of S 40.00. deposited on 08/25/92. should be designated to the 
General Election Lesa1 and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

Occupation“ ’ Employer 

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may quest  a refund of this amount. 

,.->: r* 

i i i  i = -- 

.. Leona N. Miller 
G ,+% 1037 S. Scallop Dr. 

Gilbert, AZ 85234- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contributioo of check #I790 io the amount of S 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

1s 
?-5 ! ’ 3  

.* 
.A 
,zz. 
i; 

13 
IT$ 

~ 

&7 

Date 

Occupation Employer 

I undrrsmd that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

- . . . . - - - . . .. . . : I _.__- :- . -. - + 

Alex C. Schumacher 
8300 Skillman NO 210 
Dallas, TX 75231- 

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to tbe General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #0646 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/26/92. should be designated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. .... - .  

!?-2y- F’z 
Sirmature Date 

.P 

I understand that if I choose not to designate  my contribution, I may request a refund of this amoUat. 



Won Gin Ng 
6305 Mimr Lake Drive 

. . .  .. ~ 

.... m g c ~ e ~ .  CA .moa- . .  - 
YES, I want to xcdsdcsigoote my contribution to the G a ~  Election Legal and Accounting Conqdimw Fund. . - 

. _, 

My contribution of checlr b2op4 in tbe Mount of S 50.00. deposited on 08/21/92, should be r e d s i d  to the 
Gmed Election Legal md Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature rppars blow. 

2 y, m 2, 
Date 

& 
Signature 

r A ? -  /&a 
Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may quest a refund of this amount. 
EL 

12 
!=-= 
p7 - .- 
-d a i  

.& 

Id 

YES. I want to redsignate my contribution to the General Election Lesa1 and Accounting Compliance Fund. 
.r - 
I My contribution of check 1830 in the amount of $ 30.00. deposited on 08/27/92. should be nduignated to the 

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

.2- 

Occupation Employer 

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

-K- 
16 13 Hillwood Drive 
Mesquite, TX 75149- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Geaeral Election Legal and Accounting Complipnos Fund. 

My contribution of check lY5762 in the amount of S 20.00. depositEd on 08/21/92, should be rrdesigrrcpted to the 
.... - Geoenl Election Legal and Acwunting Complimce Fund. My signreurn rppepn below. _. 

6853 
I understand that if I cho~sc not to heaarignatc my contribution, I may quest a r e m  of this ammat. 



Ada Hoh ' ,  
1015 E. 78th St. 
Ias hgelel ,  CA 9ooo1- 

YES. I want to d g n a t e  my mnbibution to the General Election Legal and Accounting corapli.ace Fund. 

My contributionof check R in the unount of S 50.00. deposited on 09/08/92, should be rrdasjgrrrM to rho General 
Election Legnn and Afcounting Compli.oce Fund. My signature appan below. 

?>A 14 9 9- 
signature Date ' 

1 ,  

.C- Employer 
32 O)rGS&&&'ht'L&e-- 

Occupation 

I understand tbat if I choose not to Fadesignate my contribution. I my nquest a refund of chis amount. 

'i= - I  

a: 1 't 
i;;i 

George Hdydd 

Los Anyeles. CA 90062- 
(i; 1582 W. 46th St. 

.iii 127 

I y 
e YES. I w;m [ t i  rede+netc my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

.+ 

._ 
Id 

,= My contrihutiiin of chcck # 3 X l  in the amount of S 75.00. deposited on 08/21/92. should be designated to the 
Gmcrxl Election LepI :inJ Accounting Compliance Fund. M y  signature appears below. 

1 underst;inJ that i t  I d i w r c  niit  t o  redesipte niy contrihution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

Earl Siege1 
2748 Anchor Ave. 
LOS  angel^, CA 90064- 

YES. 1 want to redesignate my coatritution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

t of S 50,OO. deposited on 08/21/92, should be redesignated to the 
Fund. My signa appears below. 

Date $Z+ &P J ?  19 907'. 

Employer 
605 1 

I understand that if I choose not (0 Fadesignate my contribution. I may request a r e h d  of this mount. 



c 

. Gregory A. Dobie 
816 N. Hayworth Ave. #l 
k6 AngelCS.. CA 90046- . 

._. . 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounthg Cotmplhce Fund. 

My contribution of check #OW9 in the IIIy)urit of f  100.00. deposited on 08/25/92, should be rrdesigoated to the 
General Election &gal and Accounling Compliance Fund. My signature appmrs below. 

5--2c- 72 
Date 

T5p7 4 . 
Sign 

FF&- /7uL-- L A .  G-6 .&*A .ctk.-+h.4. 
Occupation / Employer ' i C . l ' f 2  U,I'B!$Lp- 
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

,: f 

i=> 
iy 
;r: 
p: 
@ 

I 

Helen HA- 
5454 Arliagtm Rd. 
Jacksonville. FL 32211- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #184-K in the amount o f f  30.00, deposited on 08/27/92. should be designated to &e 
Geoeral Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

~ 

E 

' r  pi 

IS 
12 

E 

= 

- -- .. - . -. __- .. .. ,-- 
Robert M. Nied 
2348 Smullian Tr. N. 
Jacksonville., FL 32217- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #8098 in the amount of S 150.00. dewsited on 08D.5192. should be redesinnrted to tbe - 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. Mi signature appears below. 

(9 Y 
Date f 

OccupaKon d Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I m y  request a refund of this mw. 6055 - 



willi.mwelpa 
5353 w 3rd st 
Lor Angeics,, CA 9oQu)- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the G a d  Elation Legal .nd Accouating Complianw Fund. 

My contribution of check #954 in the .mount of S 25O.oD. deposited on 08/27/92, should be designated to the 
G e n d  Election Legal and Accounting Compliiace Fund. My signuurc nppars below. 

. r  n 

I understand that if I choose not to designate  my contribution, I may request a refund of chis amount. 

I?? 
r==. 
i‘t; -~ - -. - 
.& - 
’ 1  

E Howard G. Perry 
iy 6029 Carlton Way 

Los Angeles. CA 90028- 

YES, I want to designate my contribution to che General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #I62 in &e amount of S 25.00, deposited on 09/01/92, should be redcsipted to the 
General Election kga l  and Accounting Compliance Fund. My Signature nppcprs below. 

!F 
Iy 

I 

I* 

.n a= 
12 

f 

I S@MhlfC 9-2.s-77- 

>. c‘upalion Employer c*- , #/ i? 
\T. 

@.,4 

I understand that if I cboox not to redesignate my contribution. I may quest a refund of this amount. 

--... .;-..; . : . .. 

_ .  . =-&- 
--..._-_--- , 

Laula Owen 
11357 Waterford St. 
LCS Angele~. CA -9- 

YES, I want to designate my contribution to the Genenl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of cbcck E349 in the amount of f 28.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should lse redesj to the 
Gencnl Election Legal and Accounbg Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

I understand tbat if I fboase not to ruksipoue my contribution. 1 may requert a refund of this omou06. 605G - 



7 

YES. I want lo i d s i p a t e  my coonfribution to the Gmunl Election Legal a d  Accounfhg Complknce Fund. 

My conkbution of check #4055 in the amount of S 20.00. deposited on 09/02/92, should be design&! to the 
Genenl Election b g a l  and Acco~~~tbg  CctmplisUKc Fund. My signature nppanr below. 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribulion, I may request a refund of this amount. 

3 r;- 
(37  

.e'! 

rq 

I;j 

- 
e 

Eileen M a p  Dargea 
1 Sueu Place 
Hot Springs Village, AR 71909- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check b959 in the amount of f 5.00, deposited on 08/27/92. should be redesignated to the 

p 

E 

1- 
il! 

13 

iS; 
t General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignale my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount. 

Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the 
Gmrml Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. . _ .  - ,  _ .  - 

Occupation Employer 

I understnad fJnt if I cbOoJ0 not to designate my contribution. I m y  que;rt  a mfund of this a u x n ~ ~ t .  6957 



Scherrey P. Cardwell 
4907 Williams 
tawloo. OK 13505- 

YES. I want Io rulesignare my contribution Io the General Election Legal and Accounting Complimmcc Fund. 

bfy con!rihutim of ckdcir l5070 in the amount o f f  20.00. deposiccd on 09KW92, should be designated to the 
Gcneml Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

I undenLmd that if I choose not 10 redesignate my contribution. I m y  request a refund of this amount. 

6 0 5 8  
- -- 

-. . . . . . . 

. . . . . _. ..-.,, 

. .I r .9 .  



F m d & k L S b u ~ h $ ~  
RD 1 Box 1121 
$- OW, PA 17362- 

Mary E. Mdone 
70 Westview MM. 
Yorlc.PA 17404- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Gened Elaction Legal and Acocuoling Compliance Fund. 

M y  contribution of check #175 in the amount of S 50.00. deposited on 08127192. should bc mdeSigpnted to the 
General Election Legal and Aczounling Compliance Fund. My SignaNfC appears below. 

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

Frpllce~ D. Hulen 
2609 N.W. 46th St. 
Oldph011~ City. OK 73112- 

YES. I want to redesigoate my contribution to the G a d  EIcctioo Ugnl and Accounting Compliana Fund. 

My contribution of &e& 11357 in tbc amount of 5 25.00, deposited 00 08/31/92. Jhould k; pcdesigowd to the 
Genenl Election bgd and Acuninhg ComplianCe Fud.  My J i m  below. .... - .  .. - 



. .  M o q p h N i h  .. 
6609 Bnnn 

. . . . . . . .  . .  .-. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  _. . . .-:*. <--. . . . . .  ' 'P 

. . . . . . . . .  .- - . .  .. 
- . _ .  

YES. I wmt to designate my umtributioa b ths EscCticm Lepil and Accounting bmplianca Fund. . . .  . - . . . . . .  . _ _  . . . .  -. , ,-- - . . . . . .  
.oo. depositaloo omm. shwld be IrdeSigDIIca b tbe 

c o m p l i  Fund. My signature 

1 

1 understand that if I choose not to dcsignak. my contributi 

I I ~  , -. 
1: ... 
I 37 . .  

I-.% 3 . 3  Craig Griffin 
.?. !,.: : 

I"i Berkeley. CA 94707-Wa 

.* 
Sd 

! y< 
;=?. 

: I  

1074 Spruce St. __ 
i 

YES. 1 want to rrdesignate my contribution to the General Election Lzjal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 
. *s 
.=< 

20.26. deposited on 08/31/92. should he redesignated to the 
Fund. My signature appears M o w .  

.* 

.m 

.--- 
Employer 

I understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

Donald B. Moore 
I85 Knight Road 
Gettysburg. PA 

YES. I want to des ignate  my contribution 10 the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check it669 in the amount of $ 50.00, deposited 04 W/Ol/92. &odd be redesign& to the 
General Election Legal and Auroimtiog Compliance Fund. My signat& appears below. 

% - z p  -f" 
Date 

6068 
Employer - 

I u n d d  that if I choose not to designate my contribution. 1 may ~ e ~ u c s t  a =fund of chis ammmt. 



.-- 

. . . . . .  

. . .  ...... 

Bernard H. Petrina 
P. 0. Box 6309 

. ..... . . . . . . . . . . .  .. . . . . . . .  .. ~. . - . .i - ..-.*; . . . .  
Hamsburg, PA 171 12- - - ... 

.. 
YES, I want to rutaignnrte my contribution to the Gmcnl  Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contributioo of check XS76 in the kount  off  zS.00. de&ted &I 09/M192. should be-redesimuiad &the 

. . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  ....... . . . .  .... _. . . _  _ _ .  
" _ .  

:. i.., ~ - . .  

G&n! Election Legal and Atcoun$r@CoJFplirnapliancc Fund. 
- 

M; signature i p p n  MOW. 

. .  

I understand that if I choose not to redsignate my contribution. I may request a rehnd of this amount. 

.. . *.~ 
. .  . .  
. . . . . . . . .  ..... .. __ -7-.--.+,-,.-. ... ...._. ... - .. - ---. .... ---.--.---- -.--- -IC- --- ..-. ._-..__- ._.~ .__..- -.. , .  . .  

David Scott Molloy 
550 Usquepaugh Rd 
West Kingston. RI 02892- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounthg Compliance Fund. 

M y  cootribution of check E202 in the amount of S 2S.W. deposited on 09/04/92, should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

f - /  .-I -AnJ 7.%?;rZ1 cJ,kun c3xm/ , I  - 
0ccup;dlon Employer ,, \ 

I4 

1 undcrstmd that if I choose oot to redesignate my contribution, I may request a rehnd of this amount. 

.. .--- .._ -.. . -.. -- .. . .  . . .  .~ . -. . . . . . . . . . .  _._I . 

Arlene M. Pershiog 
15098 Aodover St. 
San Lemdro, CA 94579- 

YES. 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contributioo of check #1758 in the amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 09101192. should be designated IO the 
Genenl Election Legal a d  Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. . - .  - ,  

Date 
&-%/- 
Signature ,L-4 -c . 606 i 
Occuption Employer 

I uode#aod thrnt if I choose oot to designate my cootribufioo. I may nquest a refund of lhis amount. 



I d e r s m d  t&t if I CbaKlre not to rdesipatc my cootributioa. I m y  rsquestr reW of ttiisrrmwat 

I? 
I'i- 
+: 
6 
D Kathryn M. Cliff 

I -'i 
,y 
i -7 

___-e- - --_-11-_1- 

221 N. Royal S t e t  
Alexandria. VA 22314- 

If YES. I want to redesignate my contribution eo the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund 
.ti 

e My contribution of check #1382 in he amount off 100.00, deposited OR 08/25/92. should be designated to the 
Gmenl EIecrion Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

.* 
I 

Occupation Employer 

I understand that i f  I choow not to redesignate my contribution. I may q u e s t  a refund of this amount. 

J a w s  3. Shelton 
4141 N. Henderson Rd., No. 919 
Arlhgtos. VA 22203- 

YES, I want to designate my coatribution to the Gmenl Election Legal a d  Accounting Comglirace Fund. 

My contribution of check #462 
General Election bgal  and AecoualiDg C o ~ t ~ p l i ~ ~ e  Fund. My signature r p p r s  bclow. 

Lhc rmouat of S 100.00, cleposited on 09/03/92, should be desigmkd to ?be 

. * . _ .  - .  

Occupation Employer 

I undempad t+at i f I  choose nat to 
6062 

my contribution. I m y  requLEt I r e m  of this amount. 



OIINurmi . 
1511 RcdGar Avc 
Ew&L WA 98201- 

I uodmtand that if I chwsi not to redesignate my contribution. I may quest  a refund of this mount. 
13 

Iy 

, . . . _  - ! I . .  !* . . . ... . 

,;E 
;& 

. ..-. . _- . . .. _ _ _  :. ,: .... 7 . r t : .  ... , . 
1IL -_- -. . -  . .  . . .-.. . . - .. . 

~~ 

- 5  

1% 
#,:--,: KL.> L.  t.', - i - r j c  r> 

r' 
(33 ChriJInl A. Peterson 
13 516 J d e  Shone Drive :--L = 
fi? -,MI 49829- 
E 

f YES. 1 want to redesignate my colltribution to the G d  Election Legal md Accounting CompliuteS Fuod. 
B 

13 

e My contribution of check EX30 in the amount of S 50.00, deposited on 08/28/92. should kr rsdeaigrytcd to the 
IF General Ele~tion bgal md Accounting Compliance Fuod. My signature appears below. 

._ . .  , :  
. I  

' ,.a :' , . .  . . . .  , i - . .  

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my conbibution. I may quest a n h d  of this amount. 

Joyce L. Padmorc 
1430 S. Maia St. 
Hamisonburg, VA 22801- 

YES. I waot to ndesignatc my copltribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Complilocc F d .  

My contribution of check R606 in the lmDunt 0f S 10.00. deposited on 08/28/92. should be redesigo.trd to the 
Geaml Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signah~re appan bclow. 

.. 
'. 606" 7-23-92 

Date 



Muilp D U M  
9154UsberRd ' ' 

O W  Towaship, OH 4413 
. -  . . .  

YES. I want to redesi- my cantributioo to the Gened EleCtim kgal and Aceoun6bg Complitnce Fund. 

My contribution of ch& X564 in the UnMlnt o f f  
O w n 1  Election l rgal  and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature apptus below. 

. .  ._ 
deposited on 09/01/92, should k ndfsipted to the 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I m y  Faquest a refund of this amount. 

,:.f 

,y 
Wmdsor D. Campbell 

, \ :  1626 Shelter St.. N.W. 
Palm Bay. FL 32907- 

YES. I want to rzdesignak my contribution lo the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #437 in the amount of S 50.00, deposited on 09/21/92. should be redesignated to the 

x 

--.. 
I\? 

. . . . .. -..-L---A-L --__ __ A___ _. . -.- I ? .  ------ 
E 

.-.a. 

jz: 

i i i  ; - ;  

,+ 
!A 

i;i". 
13 

.a 
s= 

€ General Election k g a l  and Accounting Compliance Fund, My signature appears below. 

>.A JLt?fl&b.EL %a* J f f" 
Signature Date 

J3 yMk L,rl &,/L sA&f,<& --d fi&.-/nL,!/ ( - 
Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

Stewart irffe 
2840 Wyndham Lane 
M ~ d o .  FL 32808- 

YES, I want to redesignate my Eontribution to the General Election Legal pnd Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of ChtL #222 in (he amount of S 25.00. deposited BO 08/21/92, Jhculd be designated to chc 
Genenl Elsttion Legal md Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature lppeus blow. .. 

a 

R?k5.fA!.M&#5 
Occupstion 

I uodent.ldW if I cbooas not to designate my smtrihtion. I may ralurg a nfuDd of this olaaat. 



.~ 
A. Gridley 

3419 Polly Rd. 
. .  ILvcaM.OH 44266- -. . 

... _. 

YES. I want to desisnate  my contribution to the Garcnl Election Legal and Accounting Complianw Fund. 

My contribution of check #5876 i0 the amount of $ 25.00. d w t e d  on 08/28/92, should be rodesigDuaf to the 
G e n d  Election Legal and Accounting Complitllcc Fund. My signature appears below. 

4 - as-?& 

7CPc3J3Ewa *to 
Date 

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

!U 
(3 
ii I 
;ri ----I- 
fi;i 
3 
iy 

.L  - . .  . . . .  .. . _-.. -.----..d- - .  

t 
Delene D. Pedey 
2629 Annstmng Drive 
Wooster.OH 44691- 

YES, I want eo designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check 1107 in the amount of $ 20.00. deposited on 09/04/92. should be desigmted to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

.& !J 
i2 

iz? 
E 

9/?r/'i z- 
Date 

l3 $ !  I?& 
Signature 

&. fd. && IJ&*. 
Employer f *  @ 

Occupation 

I understand that if I choose not to designate  my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

6065 

Judith Gross 
2248 Cordova Avenue 
Youngstown, OH 44503- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the Gene 

My contribution of check 1656 in tbe amount e e p o s i t d  on 09/02/92. should be design 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance und. My signature a p p a  below. . .  

I undentnnd that if I choose not to rtdesig6te my contribution. 1 may request a refund of this amaunt. 



Thelmaw. canmll . .. .- 

Rt. !, Box 378 
Stnfford. MO 65757- I .  .. 

YES. I want to redesignate my c c a t r i ~ o n  to Um GaKRt Election Legal a d  Account& Chmpliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #45M in abe atmuat of $ 50.00, deposited on 08121192. shwld be red&+ to the 
General Election Legal and Aceouating Compliance. F d .  My signature 

. .  

below. 

Signature Date 

#e& /v 
ofcupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

L.V Wlthee 
748 Elling Dr 
M-.KS 66502- 

YES, I want to redaipte my coatribupion to tbe Gmml Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fud. 

My contribution of check n995 in the aaxtunt of $ 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92. should be designated to tbe 
Gened Elstion Legal and Acownting Compliu~c F d .  My signature .ppars below. 

yy- c-_ r 

Date - 
z..--Q, '- 

S l h  

I understand that if I choose not to design& my contribution. I m y  rup& P rrhud of this mount. 

______-___-------.--_--- 
'*+- 

H Stewart Parker 
1938 11th Ave. E 
.%Utle. WA 98102- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of cbeck 11021 in the .mount of $1000.00, deQasitsd 011 08/27/92. should be RdeJignatsd to the 
G a d  Election Leg4 and A ~ ~ u n t i n g  Compliance Fund. My siptun appears below. . - . 

9 - L S - 9 2 -  
Signature Date 

B.co .b CEro X-U-tui t\rt CO+, 6066 
ofcupation Employer 

B.co .b CEro 
ofcupation 

X-U-tui t\rt CO+, 6066 
Employer 



_. . .. .. . .* _ -  . 
. .  . .  . . .  DoarJdEShy,  

66AvooRd . . .. -. _ - .  -..- .. .. 
. 

Bnxuville. NY 10708- 

YES. 1 want to redesignate my contribution to che G+aunl Elation Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check Ro938 in the amount of tlOO0.W. dcpositcd on 08121192, should be rrdesiguatcd to the 
g Compliance Fund. My sigaature r p p t ~  below. +- Icl.s 

+M Date I a . 4 -  
Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount. 

0 
. q. 
.i 
53 
.5 

+;i 
x-= 

fi: Antoinette M. Gustafson 
237 W. 14th St.. C3 
New York. N Y  1001 1- i i  ' 

YES, I want to rdcsigatz  my  contribution to the General Elation Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #457 in the amount of$ 25.00. deposited on OBlZll92. should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal md Accounring Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

..--e.- - 4 -<& 
.. . 

. .  
,F,% 

p=j 

.e 

'C 

.i 
is=. 

1 understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of lhis amount. 

Ronald J. Grunewald 
321 W. 16th. w2W 
New York. N Y  10011- 

YES, I want io redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check m7-435 in the amount of $ 50.00. deposited on 08/25/92, should be designated to the 
General Election Leg31 and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. . 

6 0 6 7  
Date r 

- 
I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount. 



. _ .  
,. .. 

Date 

Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution, I m y  q q u e s t  a r e h d  of this amount. 

I 
I 

- -  !??-- -- - . 
.:? 

Max Odlen 
..-.' 535 Sanctuary Dr. #A203 
! ' i  Longboat Key, FL 34228- 

,'i 

E 

ip 
.. L 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #Si4 ia the amount o f f  25.00, deposited on 08/26/92, should be redrsigruted to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

* 
4- 
-i 
io 
Id 

E 

Gxupatiw' Employer 

1 understand that if I choose not to r#lesigmate my contribution. I m y  request a refund of this amount. 

E.S. Grinnell 
P.O. Box 9722 
Bradenton. FL 34206- 

YES, I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

k #I311 in the amount o f f  50.00. deposited on 08/31/92. should be designated to the 
.. - Fund. My signature appears below. 

068 

I understand &at if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 



c 

. , . ,,, I ,  I "- _. 
Cccelia A. Drogowh 
1700 E m b y  Dr. Apt 106 
West f i l m  B w h .  33401- 

'- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

100.0;). deposited on 09/03/92, should be redesignated to the 
e Fund. My signature appears below. 

1 

4 .i f i  . 
bate 

-.--- - -Le 
Occupation P Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, 1 may request a refund of this amount. 

P &* 
v-- I_ __ .- - - . . . - -. -- . _ _  _. - 

. .. .--. _____.--__-_I ---. .. _\._ - F---?--*---2d..d- - - - - - - -_  - --- 
Dorcas D. Davis 
900 Calk De Los Amigos #B506 
Sanea Barbara.. CA 93105- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Lrpd and Accountin: Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #2813 in the amount of S1000.00, deposited on 08/21/92. should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

! 

L e - 1  P .--<-.. A- r,. C p.4,.?.0 ..i.*Lf , .A,/," 1 G L l 4  
Sign::Ke Dat;? 

I .-- .. . . .  
.i . 'L'.,.,, # < a  : * .  , . , , ; 7  

cc;.;pa:;cn Employer 

I understand that it' i choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may q u a t  a refund of this amount. 

Charles H. S. Chapman 
15 West I Ith St. 
EU'CW York. NY 1001 1- 

YES. 1 *:.at to dulesignxe q cmtributicn to the GcnemL Elezion Legal and Accour.th;: Cocpl ixxr  Fw.5. 

M y  contribution of check 11505 in the amaunt o f f  500.00, deposited oq 08/25/92, should.De dcsip*A :z the 
d Accounting Compliance hnd . '  'My signature appears below. 

-- q /2,-/q%- 
6069 Date 

k@ 
Occupation - Employd 

I undcatand ha t  if I choose not to redesignate my mntributioo. I m y  ques t  a m W  of this amount. 



Hasnrn Metoyer 
P.O. Box 7073 
N.O..LA 70186- 

YES. I want to rcdesipb my mntribution to the G ~ r d  Eleflion, Le& .ed Accounting cOmpli.nCs Fund. 

My contribution of check #mo in the uwunt  of S 15.00, depodited OD 09102/92. should be designated to the 
Gclrenl Election kga6 aad Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

I undersad that if  I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount. 

p., 
.iL 

h 
, : j  

s - - p -  . .. 
.& G.V. Nortan 

5603 S. Rockford 
 TU^.. OK 74105- ,. 

, 7 :  I . ;  

.= 
:2 
p; 

%= 

.L= ?+ 

YES, I want to pcdesignate my contribution to the General Election bgal and Accounthg Coqlirnce Fund. 

My contribution of check #78§ in tbc amount of $250.00, deposited on 08/27/92, should be dcsiganted to the 
General Election Legal a d  Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature tipprs below. .- 

c 

Occupation 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution, I m y  request a nfund of this amount. 

.. .. . .. . . . -. _-._ - . . -..___ .*-...--.- - "-. ..-._..--- 

J.E. Heahzrlin 
99 Windsor Rd. 
Springfield. IL 62702- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #3335 in the amount of $ 3.W. deposited on 08/25/92, should be designated to the 
G n !  Election Legal and Accounting Complimnce Fund. My signamre appears below. n 

Employer 6070 

I understand thzt if I choosz nof to ddsignate my sontribution, I may quest  a n h n d  of lhis amo~111. - 



SUrrrr’smderg.anl 
R.D. 7. Box 7519 
Smudsburg.PA 18360. 

YES. I want to radesignate my contribution to the General Ektioa Leg.l md A&ting Caqliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #3632 in the amount of S 200.00, deposited 011 08124/92. sbolrld b rrdcdipaucd lo the 
General Election Legal md Accounting Complianse Fund. My signaturn appears below. 

p / Z L / 4 2  - 
Date / 

OccGpation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I my quest  a refund of this amount. 

E Margaret D. Cosnrm 
iq 568 Ingleside Park 
14‘ EWDS~OU. IL 60201- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Lgal urd Accounting Compliae Fund. 

My contribution of check &I64 in the amount of $ 250.00, deposited on 08/26/92. should be radesignatcd to the 

zf. 

rY 
;a 
Q 

id% 

€ 

=+ 
Genenl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

@ a A-. f9Yg D. L- 
Date ‘ 

Employer 
&/dez 
Occupation 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution, I m y  request a rehnd of this amount. 

- -. -- 
Patticia J. Cumow 
184 Montietb Ct. 
Vernon Hills. IL 60061- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check W1434 in L e  a m ~ n t  of S 50.00, deposited on 08/21/92. W d  bc redesignated to tbe 
G a ~ r d  Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature oppurs below. .. . - _  _. 

I undasprod%at if I choose not to designate my contribtim. I m y  quest  a rehrnd of tbis amount. 



YES. I wmt to designate my contribution to tbe G d  Ele&x~ hgd urd Amnmtiag Compliance F d .  

My contribution of check 11347 in the amount of S 250.00. deposited on 08/21/92, rbarld be Isdcdgmatcd b the 
tion Legal and Accountin 
e it however 

lirnce F d .  My signature appears below. / 
ithout restriction - to further@ 

9/25/92 
Date 

Self-employed prior to retirement 
Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contributiw. I may quest a refund of this Mouat. 

William Grisham 
SO10 N. Tamarack Dr. 
Barrington, IL 60010- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legdl and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #1467 in the amount of S 2Qo.00. deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to Ihc 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears helow. 

1 understand that if  I chouse not to designate my contribution. 1 may quest a refund of this amount. 



GvrldGmvc . 
RR. 6 
Deahlr. IN 46733- 

c 

- . -  

YES, I want to designarc my contribution to the Geaml Election Legal and AccMmtiog Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #414 in the amount of S 50.00. deposited on 08/26/92. should be desipatud to the 
G w n l  E l d o n  Legal and Accou~liag Co~~~~lipoce Fund. My signature appears Wow. 

PJ&U 2)- V 9-a5- 7% 
c i G,RLW&, 

Signamre Date 

p ,.q ,. ’. / .,- 

Occu&in ’ b Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a rehnd of this amount. 

Niels 0. J a r p ~ p m  
23515 E I d  Ct. 
Spriog.TX 77389- 

YES, I waat t~ redesignate my rmcribution to the G e n d  Elcctioa Legal and Accounting compli.nes F d .  

My contribution of check m389 in tbe mmmt of S 100.00, eeposired on 09/03/92. sbould be rtdcsigDItal to tbe 
Geaen1 Election Legal and Accounting Compplir~e& Fud.  My sipuhrn rpptu~ below. 

DItG 

Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choosc not tQ cadesipnw my ConUibutiw. I mry requesl a reW of ihis amount. 

. -  

Richard Fidlcr 
3224 Timmons Lane #I03 
Houston, TX 11027- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal Uut Accounting Compliance F u d .  

My contribution of chzlk P1796 in the amount of S 20.00. deposited on OSR8I92, should be re&eFi@ to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

, . . .  - 

I understand that if I choose not to designate  my contribution. I may quest  a refund of this amount. - 



I understand that if I choose not to designate my contributim, I m y  reqwst a refund of this anmat .  

.--.....e- - -5-- . -- - _.- --_ 

247 Beechwood Drive 
ROSCIllORt,. PA 19010- 

YES. I want to designate my contribution to the Genenl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My nmtribufioa of check Y1277 in Ihe amount of $ 50.00. dzposited cm 08/25/92. should be designatal to thc 
G a e d  Elation Legal and Accrwnliag Compli.ncs Fund. My signature appears below. 



,+ 

(a 
a 

,?. 

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #5327 in the amount of S 10.00. deposited on 09/02/92. should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

.qi 

t c - 7 t f l c - r  7cdcr*c-r~  Lt:&=/T;A/ N u u # T n i , S /  C O l  cc=73/, 
Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this amount. 



. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  2.. ... *-.--. .... ..i_ .- . . .  
....... . . . . . . . .  .... 

. .... a 

. .  -, .+ 

. 
._.%. : 

_. 

. . . .  
ri-*.. *-.. .- - . _ _ _  _,_-- *.-: . .  - .:;. i 1-; ..-. . _ . .  

.. . -. . 
. . . .  . . .  .. . . . . . . . . .  2 ',,. : *-A.--.%."-...-L , f . : . ' s .  ._- .  ;. ' . ,  U:... '..%, ..;h-.,X.-..L . . . .  . . .  I_'......, . . . . . .  .... . ' - .  . - _  .. .. -. . . ...... . . .  - 

. .-.. 

Vincent R. Defelice 
3260 Newgate Ct. 
Dublin. OH 43017- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

amount of 5 U.0. deposited on 08/21/92. should be redwignatal to the 
Compliance Fund. My signature appeafs below. 

Date q&?g/rw. 
.-I 

I .. y: 7, .,/. &+ 
L Occupation \. Employer 

1 undersand that if I choose not to rulesignate my contribution. I m y  request a rehrnd of this amount. 
6076 

... I -..._ ...... 
i 

. . .  
--I.- ..--...?Q.v.?P.--..- _ _  . . . . . . . .  . .  

. . . . .  ........ . . . . .  . .  . . . .  
i i . i - 4  ...... . .  .\ .. *--i- -&.a:* . . . . . .  

. .  . . . . .  . .  

. . . . .  .... . . . .  _ _  . , .. -. . ~. . - ........ i... :.,, ...- .:-.- I . .  . .  . . . . . . . .  ___ ... - ._ ., . . 

. .y-zh 
1 ;. -.. . .  

-. 
2 .  



Austin B. Comstock 
P.O. Box 1285 
Santa Gnu. CA 95060- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election b g r l  and Acmdntbg CcpDlglianCs Fund. 

My contribution of c h s k  #3659 in the amount o f $  50.00. deposited on 08/24/92. should be redesignated to the 
Gened Election &gal and Accounting Compli.acc Fund. My Sigaature appears below. 

WL.1 
Occupation 1 

Jan C. Teppa 
193 Helm Ct. 
%IJ~ C ~ U .  CA 95065- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the G a d  Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of cheek #4871 in the pmocult of S 100.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be redesignated to the 
G a d  Elstion kgai and Aaccougting Comptimce Fund. My S i p t u r n  appears below. 

.. ~ . . .  
li . i  

1": 5 

*- i 
. :  ,, : 

,.* 
(+? .- 
.3. 

-. - - 
Juanita h g  
526 Magoffin 
St. Louis,, MO 63129-3743 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliancc Fund. 

My contribution of check #386 in the amount of S 10.00, deposited on 08/24/92. should be designated to Ihc 
Genernl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature rppeus below. 

I understand thpt if I choose not to designate my contribution. 1 may requast a refund of this amount. 



i l i  i 
is’; 

,pi Ray Decker 

- P --9- v r  .-<.-.7,..T7:: 
lir 4”- 

e W1598 Center St. 
jq Chilton, WI 53014- 
12 

iy 

i, 

i”; 

,= 
YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #I90 in the amount of 0 20.00. deposited on 08/24/92. should be redesignated to the 
E 

id counting Compliance Fund. My signatus a p w r s  below. 
.- 

* 
;37 
\=r;. 

A// 
Employer - 

I understand that if I choou not to redesignate my contribution. I may request il refund of this amount. 

- 
--- Albert L. Dudley -- 

1420 Three Mile Drive 
Grosse Pointr Park, MI 48230-1 I26 

YES. 1 want to rcde5igMtc my contribution 10 thz Genznl Election &gal md AccoMnKhg GfDPlimce F U d .  

My contribution of check #4947 ib the amaunt o f f  10.00, deposited on 08/31/91. should k rodaig~Wed to the 
General Election Legal m d  Accounting Complinnct Fund. My signature appears below. 



976 Portland Ave. 
c St. Paul. MN 55104-7034 

YES, I want to designate my contribution to thc Geneml Election Lagal and Accwnting cOmpli.oce Fund. 

My contribution of check Y5251 h the amount of f  50.00, deposited on 09101192. should he rsdgigartal to the 
Fund. My signature appears blow. 

occupation 

>$ I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may q u e s r  a rehurd of lhis amount. 
;g; 
Iy 
!+ 
Iy 
!p 
iy 

- *  I--- 

Fred L. Davis 
2100 E. Cliff Road #1Q4A 
B ~ ~ n ~ v i l l e .  MN 55339- 

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliiurce Fund. 

My contribution of check #1609 in the mount of $ 20.00. deposited on 09/04/92. should be redesignated to fbe 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears blow. 

E 

;+ 
.- =E !& 

ip 
E 

A 

I undersund chat if I choose not to des igna te  my contribution. I may request a refund of this amunf. 

_*-c-_-Lcc ---- ..-..- - _.--- -_ ~ -_-_ - ----.__I_ - _  _.-. . -."- - --- =, 
Arlene J. Neumvln 
5320 Blake Rd. S. 
Ed-, MN 554361163 

YES, I want to des ignate  my contribution to the General Election Legal ~d Accounting Cornplianw Fund. 

My contribution of check #lo927 in the mount of f 25.00, deposited on 09/08/92, h l d  bc redesignated to the 
Geneal Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature ap- below. 

6073 

OCCUptiM Employer 

I undesraod that if I choose not to ndesigmte my contribution. I may quest a nhurd of lhis amount. 
- 



YES. i want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compiiac~~~~ Fund. 

My contribution of cheek no71 in the amount o f f  30.00. deposited on 08R6/92. should be fedesigmled to the 
Genenl Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may rcquat a refund of this amount. 
I= 1 =. 
.5f; 
'i 

:ir ,-: 
d 

Kay P a h m  
3 104 Cross Valley Road 
Kooxville, TN 37917- 

x 
YES. I want to designate my contribution to the Gened Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check 11890 in the amount o f f  10.00, deposited on 08/24/92. should be rulesigaued to the 
General Election Legal and Accountkg Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

'i 

Signature 
c J2??c'? b. ', 

Occupation 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amuut.  

_. . - .  ~ _ _ .  - . .. . - .  .. __ . . ~ . .. ISjr .-....- _--._. - ------- 
Eliot Specht 
10639 Rivermost Lane 
Knoxville:. TN 33922- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal Md Accounting Complianfe Fund. 

My contribution of check 11313 in the amount of $ 100.00, deposited on 08/28/92, should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal md Accounting Compliece EunJ. My,signatuw a p p r a  bcbw. 

-- 

~ 

Signature Date 

Phrs icir 5 
Occ u pa e i o n 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 
- 



;. 
c 

Judith Peck. 
P. 0. Box 5 
Stding Fonst. NY 10979- 

1 - w  Occupation Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I m y  request a refund of this amount. 

Vivian Cooper 
7957 Sangamon Ave. 
Sua Valley, CA 91352- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the Gencni Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #671 in the amount of S 25.00, deposited on 08/27/92. should be designated to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My si,wture appears below. 
7 

I understand that if I choosz not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

-__--_ 
. ..-~ . __-- - . -. . .  . 

Kurnon H. Shank 
1100 Jamie Lane 
Bloomington. IN 47401- 

YES, I want to designate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #I609 in the amount of S 50.00, deposited on 08/25/92, should be designated to L e  
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature a p p n  below. 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may q u e s t  a refund of this amount. 



Mike Felber 
120 w. 3rd st.. 1300 
Fort Worth. TX 76102- 

YES. I want IO designate my contribution to the General Election Lepl md Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #535 in the amount of S 500.00. deposited on 088/28/92. should be redesigoated 10 the 
General Election Legal and Accounling Compliance Fund. My signaturz appars Mow. 

1 AA/C/ cn -/= 
Occupation [ Employer 

1 understand that if 1 choose not to redesignate my contribution. 1 may request a refund of this amount. 

p.7 Geoffrey E. Clark 
13. 152 Middle St. 
CT5 Portsmouth.. NH 03801- 

.+ 
!& 

!3 
13 

. 5  

f 
YES, I want to designate my contriburion to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fuod. 

.d = 
00.00. deposited on 08127192. should be redesigoated to the = 

omplimce Fund. My signature appears below. 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may request a m h d  of lhis amouot. 

Martha Fuller Clark 
152 Middle Street 
Portsmouth.. NH 03801- 

XES. I want to designate my contribution to the General Electioo Legal and Accouatiog Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check EO49 io the amount o f f  500.00. deposited on 08/27/92. should bc redesignated to the 

I understand-that if I choose not to radesigmte my contribution. I may request a refund of chis amount. 

~~~~ ~ ~ 



r- 
YES, I wpnt to rtdesipte my Cwtribution to tbe G m d  Election kgrl a d  Acanmting ComplisnCe Fund. 

My contribution of check #9713 in tbe UllMtllt of $ 50.00. deposited 011 09/04/92, should be rrdcsignattd to the 
General Electioo Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My sipatwe oppean below. 

occupltion 

I understand that if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may 

.~ 
.. 
.ii 

'r 
. .  . .  

. . - . .. . ., .. . . -. .. . .- ____.-____ ~r.:?-.-' .: ___ - ... , . ~ - ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ . . , ~ ~ . ~ " ~ ~ ~ ~ . - ~ -  

Noms L. Parker 
810B West 10th St. 
Austin, TX 78701- 

YES. I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #4231 in the amount of $ 25.00. deposited on 09/02/92, should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal and&counting Compliance Fund. My signature appears Below. 

I understand that if 1 choow not to designate my contribution. I may request a refund of this amount. 

Muny Morgcnstem 
91 Squire Hill Rd. 
New Milford. Crr 06776- 

YES. I want to d a i g n a t e  my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check 1573 in the amount of S 50.00. deposited on 08/24/92. should be redcsignatcd to the 
General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. My signature appears bedow.. . _. - , 1 

U 
I understand &at if I choose not to designate my contribution. I may q u e s t  a refund of this amount. 



~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ - - 
Phyllisl. DcvuMy 
524 Sleepy Hollow Rd. 
Pitrrbugb.PA 15228- 

YES. I want to aedesignate my contribution to the Genml  Elcctioa Leg81 and Accounting Conyrlimce Fund. 

My contribution of check #8015 in tbe amount of S 25-00, 
General Election k g a l  and Accounting Compliance Furad. My sigruN: appears belaw. 

on 09/08/92, should be rdcsiga?tsd to the 

ofcupa!ioh Employer 1 

I understand that if I choose not to redesignate my contribution. I may quest  a refund of this mount. 
3 
id .+ 
'e 

=-. 

.5 

" -_ .._- urC----., .--- u-- . .  
p.--- _----c ----- u___ 

r.i 

g Marguet A. Hogan 
4740 Merrier Street iz: 

p; . -  
City, MO 64112- 

YES, 1 want to redesignate my contribution to the General Elation Lcgd and Accounting Copclpliance Fund. ..j+ 
.i 

j-- 

t 

;-? 

;?. 'i 

My contribution of check #7173 in the uno3101 o f t  1OO.W. deposited on 09/02/92. should be redesignated to the 
General Election Legal aad Accouathg Compliance Fund. My signature appears below. 

13% 

47 .tl 24 / 9 4 L  
Date , 

% Ek-~rnploye; A%% f&!!;C. S.& [r:..&v:-- 
Occupation 

I uadersund that if J cboosc not to Rdtsignate my contribution, I may request a refund of this mount. 

- ---_ L .. ._ -_- -. - --- 
Stella 1. Currin 
1401 Enderly Rd. 
Charlotte, NC 28208- 

YES, I want to redesignate my contribution to the General Elstion Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

My contribution of check #I788 in the amount of f  100.00. deposited on 08/31/92, should be designated to the 
.. - . .. General Election Lcgal and Accounting Coonpliance Fund. My siWNre appears below. . .  

7 * 52.f-Ba 
6084 Date 

EmplOYer - ocarpui- 

I uodustrnd that if I choose no( to redesignate my contribution. I my requesr a refund of this amount. 



m'n l  L-fiuc, 
Occupation Employer 

I uoderst.od that if I choose not to redesignate my ccntributicn. I may request a refund of lbis amount. 

.i @ I waot KO designate my mntributio:to the General Election Lcg.I and Accounting Compliance Fund. 

.i 
a 

s My contribution of c k c k  X434 io Use amount of $ 25.00, deposited on 08/28/92. sbauld be redesignated to the Id  

Genenl Election Legal md Accounting Compliance Fund. M y  signature appears below. 19 

-,, n A - 
dcucatioo Employer 

I understand that if I choose not to rcdesi,pate my contribution, I may request a n h n d  of this amount. 

h-.----- - - - .  - - - 
Frances R. Shipley 
405 Evvrswood PI 
Cinciooati, OH 45220- 

YES. I waot to redesigoatc my contribution to the General Election Legal and Accounting Complivre Fund. 

M y  contribution of check M I  in the imoullt of $ 10.00. deposited on 08/28/92, should be ndesignated to the 
.. - Gfnenl Election Legal and Accounting Coqtiance Fund. My signature .ppcarr below. . .  

Occupatim Employer U - . 6085 
we to designate my contribution, I may quest a reW of this omount. I understlad zh.1 if I 


